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ABSTRACT 
 
 The primary purpose of this study was to develop a psychometrically sound scale to 
investigate the perception differences of giftedness between parents of various culturally 
and linguistically diverse backgrounds.  Historically, schools adopt the early definition of 
giftedness that is presented, too narrowly focusing only on intelligence and achievement 
tests (Baldwin, 2005).  This phenomenon has led to minority students, particularly Black 
and Hispanic, being significantly underrepresented in gifted programs (Naglieri & Ford, 
2003).  Environmental factors, such as socio-economic status and parent education levels, 
significantly impact these marginalized populations.  The Parent Perception of Giftedness 
Scale (PPGS), grounded in Spearman and Gardner’s theory of intelligence presenting 
both traditional and non-traditional characteristics of giftedness, along with Kingore’s 
(2004) conceptual framework of high achievers, were used to examine these factors.  The 
survey aimed to identify which characteristics are endorsed by pre-school parents and 
analyzed the survey responses to see if any significant differences emerged by race, 
parent education level and socio-economic status.  An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
and analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to determine significant differences that 
emerged between these variables and their perception of giftedness.  This study helps 
develop awareness for schools and parents of how giftedness is manifested in a variety of 
ways and allows us to begin to work on reducing the racial disproportionality of students 
that exists in gifted education. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 
 The literature surrounding parent perception of students of culturally and 
linguistically diverse learners is sparse.  When attempting to research articles focusing 
specifically on parent empowerment and minority, gifted students, the result is 
miniscule.  The American educational system continually resorts to an identification 
procedure that is extremely flawed and which plagues minority, gifted students.  
Several factors lend itself to the process including a biased teacher referral system, 
inappropriate assessment and identification practices, and a failure to secure parent 
input.  Other variables, such as socioeconomic status and parent education levels have 
been investigated as factors affecting student achievement (VanTassel-Baska, 2011; 
Steinmayr, Dinger & Spinath, 2010). 
 The primary purpose of this study was to examine which characteristics of 
giftedness are identified by White and culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 
parents and to examine any statistical differences between the groups.  In particular, 
this dissertation focused on parents who have children at the early childhood level 
ranging in age from 0-5.  It is critical to understand what core attributes are recognized 
as gifted between different cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  Secondary purposes 
included identifying if the perception of giftedness is different between parents of 
varying socio-economic backgrounds and educational levels.  Although it is well 
established that greater numbers of White and higher socioeconomic status students 
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comprise our gifted programs (Frasier, Garcia, & Passow, 1995; Borland, 2004; Ford, 
Grantham, & Whiting, 2008), the objective of this study was to determine if other 
factors cause the underrepresentation of minority students in advanced programming, 
and to encourage parent empowerment for African- American, Hispanic and Native 
students for whom the underrepresentation is most significant (Ford, Grantham, & 
Whiting, 2008; Callahan, 2005). 
 The National Excellence report distributed by the U.S. Department of 
Education in 1993 first documented the severe “underrepresentation of low-income 
students with National Education Longitudinal Study data.  Only 9% of students in 
gifted and talented programs at that time were categorized in the bottom quartile of 
family income” (Callahan, 2005).  National surveys conducted almost ten years later 
in the early 2000’s found that only 10% of those students performing at the highest 
levels are minority students, even though they represent 33% of the school population 
(Gallagher, 2002).   
 While the National Academy of Sciences (Donovan & Cross, 2002) 
documented an increase in the representation of Black, Hispanic, American Indian and 
Native Alaskan identified as gifted, these groups are still underrepresented in gifted 
and talented programs in the United States.  On average, Black and Hispanic students 
are less than half as likely to be in gifted programs as White students, and American 
Indian and Native Alaskans fall between these two groups.   
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The Early “Gifted” Definition 
 Scholars strive to understand and define the complex layers of giftedness.  
Psychologist Alfred Binet introduced the intelligence quotient, I.Q., to quantify 
scholastic aptitude in the early twentieth century (Colangelo & Davis, 2003).  Soon 
after at Stanford University, Lewis Terman created the first intelligence test that was 
well-received and provided significant value to the educational community.  However, 
he introduced a very limited perspective on the notion of intelligence relying solely on 
a student’s ability to demonstrate his linguistic and logical-mathematical skills.  An 
assessment determined superior cognitive or intellectual ability measuring IQ in terms 
of general intelligence, or “g” as introduced by Spearman’s theory (Baldwin, 2005), 
which ignited the discussion among psychologists on what defines intelligence.  
Problems with Traditional Approaches 
 Relating a student’s giftedness solely to how well he performs on an 
intelligence test lends itself to many problems.  The IQ assessment primarily taps into 
one type of ability that ignores a child who exhibits talents in other domains, which 
leads to an unidentified gifted population that often underachieves.  According to the 
U.S. Department of Education, about half of the top one percent of our students are 
underachieving (Ross, 1993).  Although many gifted children are driven to achieve, 
there is an unknown number of children who never develop their ability because they 
are not challenged, choose to avoid work or choose to be like everyone else (Winner, 
2000).  Providing a more comprehensive definition and identification process 
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promotes the increase of culturally and linguistically diverse students in gifted 
programs.  
 Despite a raised awareness of the underrepresentation of culturally and 
linguistically diverse students in gifted programs, there is little action to eliminate this 
crisis.  No matter which model a school district implements to identify a gifted 
student, racially diverse students are still found in significantly less numbers than their 
White counterparts (Naglieri & Ford, 2003).   
The Parent Role 
 The perception of parents is often unknown when identifying students for 
gifted education.  However, a parent’s observation records and evidences the gifted 
child’s experiences from birth, information which educators are not privy.  “Parent 
nomination also appears to offer a viable alternative identification procedure for 
English language learners and other students not typically identified by traditional 
measures such as standardized aptitude and achievement tests” (Lee & Olszewski-
Kubilius, 2006).  Involving parents of culturally and linguistically diverse students in 
the process of gifted identification is relevant.  Researchers explain that the  
“perceptions of parental achievement orientation is the number two factor in 
determining whether a student will actively participate in his/her gifted education or 
not” (Ford, 1996; MacIntosh, 1990).  For some minority populations, however, parents 
struggle to understand and manage their child’s gifted label.  MacIntosh indicates that 
family influences related to expectations, supportiveness, and sense of direction can be 
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a more powerful predictor of success than Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores or 
class rank (1990).   
Policy Issues and Gifted Programming 
 Federal regulation and mandates are nearly absent for gifted students, let alone 
gifted students with racially diverse backgrounds.  Legislators designed two pieces of 
legislation, P.L. 95-561 and P.L. 100-297, to identify children as gifted and talented, 
especially those who are considered economically disadvantaged and/or an English 
Language Learner; however, neither legislation was mandated at the state level.  Since 
states are not required to implement gifted programming for culturally and 
linguistically diverse students, gifted programs remain disproportionately saturated 
with middle to upper middle class White students (Castellano & Diaz, 2001).   
 Much of the focus around current education is dominated by the urgent need to 
close the achievement gap as well as guidelines presented by No Child Left Behind, 
“NCLB.”  NCLB requires all schools to achieve adequate yearly progress toward 
creating students proficient in English Language Arts and mathematics by the year 
2014.  NCLB thereby focuses on the underachieving student, while ignoring the gifted 
child.    
 The emphasis on raising standardized test scores reduces teacher instruction to 
focus more on memorization, minimizing the use of critical thinking skills and higher 
level thinking skills.  Teachers may not feel the need to push their gifted students, as 
they are able to achieve proficiency easily.  Federal laws pump resources into schools 
to raise achievement levels for low performing students (Matthews, 2006); however, 
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the achievement gap is not a problem evident only at the low and mid range of scores, 
but also well apparent at the higher scoring ranges (Gandara, 2005). 
 The shift in public school population demographics is occurring at a rapid rate.  
By the year 2020, the White student population will slightly increase, whereas the 
culturally and linguistically diverse student population is expected to more than double 
(Hodgkinson, 2002; King, 1993).  Failure to reform and provide adequate educational 
programming for minority students is taking away from promising futures for this 
population (Harris, Ford, Brown, & Richardson, 2004).   
 Researchers observe inequalities and inequities in our pluralistic and culturally 
diverse classrooms (Ford, Grantham, & Whiting, 2008; Noble, Childers & Vaughan, 
2008; Sternberg, 2007).  Providing an equitable education to all remains a challenge 
for educational institutions (Robinson, Lanzi, Weinberg, Ramey, & Ramey, 2002).  In 
a study conducted by the Education Trust in Washington, DC., researchers examined 
the racial composition of students in every state’s gifted and talented programs, 
advanced placement programs and special education programs (“News & Views,” 
1997).  The study found that the underrepresentation of minority students in gifted 
programs was a result of several factors including:  poor preparation for school in the 
student’s home, test bias on standardized tests, reliance on deficit-based paradigms, 
and teacher/administrator inability to identify gifted, racially diverse students (Frasier, 
Garcia, & Passow, 1995; “News & Views, 1997).   
 Ford et al. addressed research around the underrepresentation of minority 
students in gifted programs as well as maintaining these students in the advanced 
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programs.  The researchers reviewed a twenty-year study that revealed Black, 
Hispanic/Latino American and American Indian students are consistently 
underrepresented in gifted programs.  These groups of culturally and linguistically 
diverse students are forty percent underrepresented in gifted programs (Ford, 
Grantham, & Whiting, 2008).  Less than two percent of publications focus on racially 
diverse gifted students leaving only a small amount of theory and study for 
improvement of racially diverse gifted classes (Ford, Grantham, & Whiting, 2008). 
 In her article, “Identifying Gifted Students from Underrepresented 
Populations,” Carolyn Callahan states these marginalized populations have inadequate 
opportunities to develop their talents.  Her idea is based on the common belief that 
there are few students who come from ethnic minority groups or from families in 
poverty who are capable of developing into gifted children or exhibiting gifted 
characteristics.  She explains that educators are guided by the erroneous belief that 
most of these children do not possess the basic skills or abilities that will allow for 
high development (Clasen, 1994; Dusek & Joseph, 1983; Frasier, Garcia, & Passow, 
1995; McCarty, Lynch, Wallace, & Benally, 1991).  As a result, these children are 
exposed to low-level, uninteresting instruction and mundane tasks that reduce 
motivation.  Teachers fail to provide the children an opportunity to practice higher 
level thinking skills and opportunities to tap into their abilities to be creative, critical 
and analytical (Callahan, 2005).  These children are not exposed to experiences that 
develop high-level thinking, thereby minimizing any chance to demonstrate these 
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skills in the classroom or on a standardized test.  Consequently, the system creates 
students who are unmotivated.  
  Callahan suggests that schools still accept a very narrow concept of giftedness 
and intelligence.  These terms are mostly measured by a child’s ability to do well on 
intelligence or achievement tests measuring advanced vocabulary, highly developed 
verbal skills in written and oral expression of English, and early and advance reading 
skills (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994).   
 Callahan, along with other researchers, overwhelmingly confirm the 
underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programs and suggests that minority 
students enter school without the same opportunities as students of different racial or 
SES backgrounds.  The literature suggests the burden of recognizing these 
discrepancies between students must be placed upon the schools and schoolteachers.  
However, the current practice of relying on traditional views of giftedness still exists.  
As a result, the disproportionate numbers of racially diverse students in gifted 
programming continue to increase.  The need to empower parents of minority students 
during early childhood becomes a significant need for the proper identification of this 
marginalized population.  In order for this to occur, researchers must understand what 
culturally and linguistically diverse parents’ understanding of giftedness is and how 
their perceptions emerged.  By conducting an investigation as proposed in this 
dissertation, we can begin to investigate this practice to enhance the awareness of 
parents to advocate for their children.   
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 A report published by the National Association for Gifted Children and 
Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted (2006) identified that 29 states 
mandate the identification of gifted students, 18 do not have a mandate, and three 
states did not report.  Of the states that have mandates, both traditional and non-
traditional measures of giftedness are identified to place students into gifted programs.  
Fourteen use IQ scores (traditional), 17 use achievement data (traditional), 10 use 
nominations (non-traditional), 21 use multiple criteria models (non-traditional), and 11 
reported “other.”  “Other” usually consists of non-traditional, performance measures 
such as teacher surveys, checklists, portfolios, and observations.  Twenty-five states 
reported that “the state law does not specifically require” a uniform process.  This 
occurred even in states with criteria for identification (pp. 115-118).  The lack of 
regulation leads to disparity and confusion about how to accurately assess gifted and 
talented students of all backgrounds with consistency and fidelity. 
 Lawmakers passed the Javits Act in order to identify gifted minorities and 
students of low SES to help reduce the disparity that exists in identifying students 
from CLD backgrounds.  In 1997, the National Association for Gifted Children 
published a statement that encouraged the use of multiple sources to identify students 
for gifted programs (Harris et al, 2007).  By using more than one test, an increase in 
equitable practices for identification was predicted.  Despite this effort, schools 
continue to see an imbalanced proportion of CLD students in gifted programming.   
 One of the first steps in addressing the crisis of underrepresentation of 
culturally and linguistically diverse students in gifted and talented programs is to 
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expand the narrow and conservative definition of intelligence.  For the purpose of this 
study, characteristics used to describe giftedness are embedded in an alternative 
theoretical framework called Multiple Intelligence (MI) theory (Gardner, 1983).  MI 
theory encompasses high verbal and linguistic ability, but also extends the term 
giftedness to include exceptional abilities in the areas of spatial, logical-mathematical, 
bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalistic and existential.  
The alternative view of giftedness provides an opportunity to evaluate a child in ways 
not measurable by an IQ.  The goal is to move beyond the traditional, narrow views of 
giftedness based on intelligence.  A broader view identifies a greater number of 
underrepresented gifted students including those from culturally and linguistically 
diverse backgrounds and lower SES. 
The Influence of Environmental Factors on Giftedness 
 In addition to examining how cultural and linguistic differences influence 
gifted student identification, it is important to examine other independent variables 
that affect this process.  The research on the impact of SES on school achievement is 
well established (VanTassel-Baska, 2010).  VanTassel-Baska claims, 
“Poverty is the overarching variable that leads to underrepresentation in 
gifted programs…it causes untold grief among its brightest members 
who have the desire, but not the means, to break its bonds.  It stunts 
growth at critical periods of development and renders children 
vulnerable to lives of underachievement in school and life” (p.1). 
  
 Research indicates that students who come from poverty-stricken backgrounds 
tend to demonstrate greater risks of social emotional problems and lower levels of 
motivation when compared to children who come from more elevated SES 
   11 
backgrounds (Beirne-Smith, Patton, & Ittenback, 1994; Miller, 2004; Magnuson & 
Duncan, 2006). 
 Parent education level is also associated with student levels of intelligence and 
student (Steinmayr, Dinger & Spinath, 2010).  A child’s intelligence is positively 
associated with both parents' education (Strenze, 2007) and a child’s school 
achievement (Gustafsson & Undheim, 1996; Kuncel, Hezlett & Ones, 2004; Schmidt 
& Hunter, 1998).  Some interpret parents' education as a representation of parents' 
intelligence.   From a biological perspective, genes could explain the association 
between parent education and a child’s intelligence.  The premise being that more 
intelligent parents attain higher education and transfer their higher intelligence to their 
children genetically.  Competing research explains more intelligent parents provide a 
more intellectually stimulating environment to their children or that more intelligent 
children better respond to the environment their more intelligent parents provide 
(Bouchard & McGue, 1981).  Furthermore, Bourdieu (1986) claims that more 
educated parents provide their children with more social and cultural capital. These 
social and cultural experiences facilitate children's intelligence even more. 
Examining the role of both SES and parent education, and its possible relation 
to perception of giftedness, may help guide this researcher to help contribute 
significant data to the literature.  Establishing if a relationship exists between how a 
parent perceives giftedness and their SES and/or education level, school professionals 
can begin to better understand families and how empowerment may further assist in 
identifying students from various backgrounds. 
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Parent Empowerment 
 The parents of culturally and linguistically diverse students must address the 
significance of the underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programming.  
CLD parents need to be made aware of this issue as well as how to recognize gifted 
traits in their child.  They should be encouraged to advocate in the school to help 
school professionals recognize their gifts that may be manifesting in different ways 
than the traditional, Caucasian, middle-class child.  Research indicates that parents are 
better at recognizing giftedness than teachers and, sometimes, a narrowed perspective 
of intelligence manifested by white, dominant culture influences teachers’ 
perspectives (Louis & Lewis, 1992).  Research also indicates that schools rely on 
biased assessment practices to identify gifted students (Naglieri & Ford, 2003;  Ford et 
al, 2008).  School districts use the traditional definition of giftedness that relies heavily 
on high academic and intellectual achievement, not relying on more contemporary 
models that encompass a broader perspective than what is obtained from an 
intelligence measure or standardized test.  Becoming aware of the core characteristics 
of giftedness and how they manifest in different ways is a crucial component to help 
identify gifted students from various ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds (Frasier 
et al., 1994). 
 Empowering parents to recognize gifted characteristics of their children will 
help address the underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programs.  
However, we must first understand if there is a difference in how parents recognize 
gifted traits.  Assessing the differences in how parents of culturally and linguistically 
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diverse students perceive giftedness is an area that is underexplored.  Researchers have 
attempted to understand parent perception of giftedness, but have failed to 
differentiate between how various cultures and minority groups within the United 
States perceive gifts and talents.  By gaining this understanding, parents can take the 
first step on the path to increase access of our racially diverse students to a meaningful 
and purposeful education that will better meet their gifted needs, as well as encourage 
school systems to recognize intelligence in multiple dimensions.   
Research Questions 
RQ1: Can a scale be developed to assess culturally and linguistically diverse parent 
perception of giftedness? 
RQ2: Does the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS) demonstrate adequate 
psychometric properties for reliability and factor structure? 
RQ3: Are there group differences by race, socio-economic status and parent 
education level using the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale? 
RQ3A: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between White pre-school parents versus pre-school parents of the 
culturally and linguistically diverse (Black, Asian and Hispanic)? 
RQ3B: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between low socio-economic status pre-school parents versus high 
socio-economic status pre-school parents? 
RQ3C: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between pre-school parents of varying educational levels? 
   14 
RQ4: What are the top ten endorsed characteristics of giftedness as perceived by pre-
school parents of White and culturally and linguistically diverse students using 
the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale? 
Terms 
Giftedness:  Gifted individuals are those who demonstrate outstanding levels of 
aptitude (defined as exceptional ability to reason and learn) or competence 
(documented performance or achievement in top 10% or rarer) in one or more 
domains.  Domains include any structured area of activity with its own symbol 
system (e.g., mathematics, music, language) and/or set of sensory-motor skills 
(e.g., painting, dancing, sports)…Exceptionally capable learners are children 
who progress in learning at a significantly faster pace than do other children of 
the same age, often resulting in high levels of achievement. 
(http://www.nagc.org) 
Intelligence:  The ability to solve a problem or create a product that is valued in a 
culture (Gardner, 2003, p. 56). 
Empowerment:  Refers to increasing the spiritual, political, social, educational, 
gender, or economic strength of individuals and communities. 
Culturally and/or Linguistically Diverse Learner:  A child, who is raised in a 
family that is non-white, may speak another language and/or is exposed to 
culture and traditions that are different from mainstream America. 
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Socio-Economic Status (SES):  A family's SES is based on family income, parental 
education level, parental occupation, and social status in the community.  
(Demarest, Reisner, Anderson, Humphrey, Farquhar, and Stein, 1993). 
Parent Education:  The number of years completed in education or degrees acquired. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 This chapter presents a comprehensive review of literature on factors 
influencing the underrepresentation of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 
students in gifted programming and the need to understand the parent perspective of 
giftedness.  In addition, it explains the absence of an understanding of how CLD 
parents perceive giftedness.  This literature review is organized into ten sections that 
support the need to understand the parent perception of giftedness.  The first three 
sections present the historical perspective of giftedness, various theories and 
perspectives of intelligence and theoretical models which impact how racially diverse 
students are identified for gifted programs.  These sections provide background 
knowledge for the disparities that exist in gifted programs.  The fourth section presents 
several studies on how cultural values contribute to the definition of giftedness.  This 
section presents the relevance of gaining an understanding of how various cultures or 
minority families, within the United States, perceive giftedness.  The fifth and sixth 
sections describe how teacher perspective and referral and assessment procedures 
interfere with the proper identification of racially diverse students into gifted 
programs.  The seventh and eighth sections present the need to incorporate the parent 
perspective in the identification procedure of giftedness and research based alternative 
assessment practices that support the proper identification of racially diverse students 
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into gifted programs.  The ninth section presents the role of SES and parent education 
in the identification of minority students into gifted programming. 
Historical Approaches to Giftedness 
 The traditional methods of assessing intelligence began with using one test to 
identify if a student exhibited aptitude to be successful in school.  Lewis Spearman 
introduced the Stanford-Binet, which was perceived as one of the most significant 
contributions to education.  White Americans or those of European descent tended to 
qualify for gifted programs more than their minority counterparts (Borland, 2004; 
Flowers et al., 2004; Morris, 2002).   One of the most highly revered and known 
experts on gifted education in 1869, Sir Francis Galton, suggested that “eminence in 
mental work is 400 times as likely to be found among children of upper-class parents 
than among the children of laborers” (Borland, p. 11).  The influx of upper class, white 
students began to become evident as a result of this belief (Borland, 2004; Miller, 
2004).  
 In contemporary times, leading researchers realize the important role of truly 
understanding the definition of giftedness to properly identify potential candidates 
(Louis, Subotnik, Breland, & Lewis, 2000).  Louis et al. stress the importance of 
educators gaining a clear understanding of the various theories of intelligence.  They 
assert that by understanding various categories of intelligence (such as g and multiple 
intelligence theory), educators can steer away from a more traditional definition often 
fails to recognize racially diverse gifted learners.   
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 Early theories of intelligence such as Spearman’s g emphasized how an 
individual must exemplify extreme abilities in several areas of cognitive skills to 
demonstrate high intelligence (Granello, 2001; Jensen, 2006; Krathwohl, 2002; 
Lubinski, 2004).  However, non-traditional and contemporary theories, such as 
Multiple Intelligence theory, subscribe to a perspective that measures intelligence 
based on several abilities that may not necessarily be dependent on one another 
(Gardner, 1983; 2006; Louis et al., 2000; Morris, 2002; Obiakor, 2004; Renzulli, 
1984; Sousa, 2003; Sternberg, 2000).  As intelligence theories evolved from the single 
unit of intelligence, the conversation of how environment influences a student’s 
abilities to problem solve and demonstrate creativity emerged.  Finally, the perspective 
of understanding how minority gifted children may demonstrate their intelligence in 
various ways was introduced (Frasier et al., 1995; Gagne & Schader, 2006). 
Theories and Perspectives of Intelligence 
 Researchers and philosophers debate the understanding and classification of 
intelligence.  The various perspectives argue the influence of genes or the environment 
in determining the cognitive skills of an individual (Granello, 2001; Jensen, 2006; 
Krathwohl, 2002; Lubinski, 2004; Renzulli, 1984).  This section presents three 
theories on intelligence:  (a) Spearman’s general factor of intelligence theory, (b) 
Sternberg’s Triarchic theory of intelligence, and (c) Gardner’s theory of multiple 
intelligences.  The selection of these theories guides an understanding of the 
development of traditional to contemporary theories on intelligence and giftedness.   
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 In the early 1900s, Spearman concluded two factors indicate cognitive ability 
or g (Lubinski, 2009).  He first claimed that mental ability allows for one individual to 
be more cognitively skilled over another and secondly that g directs one’s ability to 
perform cognitive tasks.  Lubinski translates this “as the ability to learn” suggesting 
that these aspects of g are crucial for problem-solving tasks, school achievement, and 
acquiring daily information.   
 Criticism from researchers indicates that using g to determine giftedness 
prevents education from changing its identification and practices of referral (Baldwin, 
2005).  This belief stems from one of Louis Terman’s own studies initiated in 1921. 
He and his colleagues conducted a longitudinal study of over 1500 children with IQ’s 
over 140 as identified by the Stanford-Binet intelligence test.  The Termites, or the 
participants of the study, were found to be well-adjusted and high achieving adults 
(Terman, 1925).  However, the study found few of them achieved eminence in their 
field as adults.  As a result, controversy erupted with the role of intelligence alone 
defining giftedness (Olszewski-Kubilius & Thomson, 2013).   
 Other psychologists present alternative theories.  Sternberg’s triarchic theory 
of intelligence shifts away from a psychometric approach to a practical cognitive 
approach.  Sternberg defines human intelligence as “(a) mental activity directed 
toward purposive adaptation to, selection and shaping of, real-world environments 
relevant to one’s life” (Sternberg, 1985, p. 45), which means that intelligence is how 
well an individual deals with environmental changes throughout his lifespan.  
Sternberg’s theory comprises three components: componential (analytical), 
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experiential (creative), and practical (contextual).  The componential component 
describes an individual who is gifted at identifying problems and providing solutions 
or alternatives that are not apparent to other individuals.  An individual in this domain, 
often, is not known to generate or present innovative ideas of his or her own.  The 
experiential component describes how an individual is able to complete a task based 
on how familiar he is with the task.  Sternberg’s ideas are broken down into the 
categories of novel or automated experiences.  Lastly, the practical component 
encompasses the ability of an individual to adjust to his environment using adaptation, 
shaping, and selection.   
 Two researchers, Gottfredson and Kim, criticized Sternberg’s triarchic theory. 
Gottfredsen defends the reliability of the intelligence quotient indicating that it 
moderately correlates to an individual’s income during middle age and occupational 
prestige (Gottfredson, 2005).  Similarly, a meta-analysis Kim conducted revealed a 
weak correlation between creativity and IQ (Kim, 2005).   
 Howard Gardner’s theory of Multiple Intelligences (MI) questions the notion 
that a student’s intelligence is defined by a single measure.  First presented in Frames 
of Mind (1983), Gardner proposes that intelligence goes beyond the scope of “g” and 
incorporates multiple patterns of ability (Colangelo & Davis, 2003).  He presented 
eight different intelligences (Gardner, 1999).  These include linguistic, logical-
mathematical, musical, spatial, bodily kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and 
naturalist.  Table 1 provides a concise overview of the characteristics of giftedness 
with an Ml lens. 
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Table 1.  Characteristics of Giftedness as Presented by Multiple Intelligence Theory. 
Linguistic Intelligence • Advanced vocabulary 
• Begins reading at an early age 
• Has the ability to elaborate by using longer 
sentences and complete thoughts 
• Demonstrates highly developed auditory 
skills and thinks in words 
• Enjoys reading, playing word games, and 
making up poetry and stories 
Logical-Mathematical 
Intelligence  
 
• Likes to work with computers and 
calculators 
• Enjoys math  
• Easily adds numbers in her head  
• Enjoys science experiments 
• Asks a lot of questions about how things 
work 
• Enjoys chess, checkers, or other strategy 
games 
• Enjoys logic puzzles or brainteasers 
Spatial Intelligence  
 
• Prefers to draw pictures rather than tell 
stories 
• Finds her way around a new place easily 
• Likes to disassemble and reassemble 
objects 
• Reads maps, charts, and diagrams more 
easily than text 
• Daydreams more than peers 
• Builds three-dimensional constructions 
(like LEGO buildings) 
• Doodles on notebooks 
Bodily-kinesthetic 
Intelligence  
 
• Finds riding a bicycle, skating, and 
walking on a balance beam easy 
• Uses a lot of hand gestures and body 
movement when talking to friends 
• Runs, swims, and exercises without getting 
tired 
• Learns to play new sports easily and 
quickly  
• Likes to touch something she has just seen 
• Reports different physical sensations while 
thinking or working 
• Cleverly mimics gestures or mannerisms of 
others 
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• Moves, taps, or fidgets while seated for a 
long time in one spot 
Musical Intelligence  
 
• Enjoys playing a musical instrument 
• Listens to music   
• Hums or sings  
• Cheers herself up with songs when sad 
• Tells you when music sounds off-key  
• Has a good singing voice  
• Remembers the melodies of songs 
Interpersonal Intelligence  
 
• Likes to work and play with other kids  
• Understands how friends are feeling by 
looking at their faces 
• Has two or more close friends 
• Gives advice to friends who have problems 
• Has a good sense of empathy or concern 
for others 
• Presents as street-smart  
• Presents as a natural leader on teams  
Intrapersonal Intelligence  
 
• Often need a quiet place to work or just be 
alone 
• Likes to make collections of things that 
have special meaning to her 
• Remembers her dreams 
• Displays a sense of independence and 
strong will 
• Has a realistic sense of her strengths and 
weaknesses 
• Has an interest or hobby that she doesn't 
talk much about 
• Accurately expresses how she is feeling 
Naturalist Intelligence  
 
• Enjoys collecting bugs, flowers, or rocks 
• Likes to closely examine what she finds in 
nature  
• Keeps detailed records of her observations 
of nature  
• Likes to watch natural phenomena like the 
moon and the tides and hear explanations 
about them  
• Becomes fascinated with one particular 
   23 
thing from nature and wants to learn about 
it thoroughly 
• Wants to become a geologist, biologist, or 
some other type of scientist 
 
 One of the key components of MI theory revolves around the claim that each 
intelligence is capable of functioning autonomously from one another (Colangelo & 
Davis, 2003).  Research in neuropsychological literature supports this idea.  In 
particular, adults were found to demonstrate continued faculties that were unaffected 
by brain damage from parts of their brain that were damaged (Gardner, 1975).  To 
Gardner, these differing losses suggest a biological basis for specialized intelligences. 
Working from the definition that intelligence is the ability to solve a problem or create 
a product that is valued in a culture, Gardner developed a set of criteria to determine 
what set of skills make up an intelligence. These criteria focus on solving problems 
and creating products; they are based on biological foundations and psychological 
aspects of intelligence. He suggests that an ability can be considered an intelligence if 
it can meet a few (not necessarily all) of the following criteria (Gardner & Hatch, 
1989):   
1 It has the potential to be isolated by brain damage.   
2 It is demonstrated by the existence of idiot savants, prodigies, and other 
exceptional individuals who demonstrate a high level of skill in one area. 
3 It has an identifiable core operation of set of operations.  Musical intelligence 
consists of sensitivity to melody, harmony, rhythm, timbre and musical 
structure. 
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4 It has a distinctive developmental history, along with a definable set of expert 
“end-state” performances. 
5 It has an evolutionary history or evolutionary plausibility.   
6 It has support from experimental psychological tasks. 
7 It has support from psychometric findings. 
8 It has susceptibility to encoding in a symbol system.   
 MI theory continues to suggest that each individual possesses strengths and 
weaknesses creating an intellectual profile.  In other words, being gifted in one 
particular domain does not necessarily mean he is gifted in another area.  From the MI 
perspective, each educator should identify the intellectual profile of each gifted 
student and then provide appropriate support on how to develop and nurture the 
student’s strengths.   
 The definition of intelligence that is supported by these criteria—the ability to 
solve a problem or create a product that is valued in a society—is very different from 
the definition of intelligence implicit in standardized IQ and aptitude tests, which is 
based on verbal fluency, wide vocabulary, and computational skills.  While the 
traditional definition of intelligence focuses on inert knowledge and skills that are 
especially valuable in school, Gardner's definition is far wider.  “Creating a product” 
encompasses transforming a blank canvas into a picture that evokes emotion, or 
forming and leading a productive team from a group that couldn't agree on anything. 
The definition of “solving a problem or creating a product” is a pragmatic one, 
focusing on using an ability in a real-life situation.  Applying his criteria resulted in 
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Gardner asserting that there are more intelligences than those relied upon in IQ tests 
and typically valued in school. 
Critics of MI theory claim that Gardner lacks empirical support and that his 
theory modifies or “dumbs down” the curriculum to make all students believe they are 
smart.  Visser, Ashton, and Vernon (2006) put together a battery of 16 tests covering 
the eight intelligences (two tests for each intelligence) and discovered the presence of 
g running through most of the tests.  They argue that what Gardner calls 
“intelligences” are actually capacities that are secondary or even tertiary to the g 
factor.  In other words, the multiple intelligences exist but are subservient to g. 
J. B. Carroll (1993), who created his own hierarchy of human cognitive 
abilities, with g at the top, compares linguistic intelligence to "fluid intelligence" and 
musical intelligence to "auditory perception,” while finding no place at all for bodily-
kinesthetic intelligence.  The presentation of the various theories of intelligence helps 
us understand the lack of consistency in defining intelligence.  These multiple 
perspectives are carried into our school systems as well as our racially diverse 
families.  Understanding which perspective is accepted by various culturally and 
linguistically diverse parents can shed light on how we can better identify students for 
our advanced and accelerated programs.   
Another perspective of intelligence stems from teachers and parents 
misinterpreting high achieving characteristics for intelligence.  A high achiever is 
often characterized for their “on-time, neat, well-developed, and correct learning 
products” (Kingore, 2004).  Adults take notice of these students' consistent high 
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grades and comment on how well they adjust to classroom procedures and discussions. 
Some teachers misinterpret these students for being gifted because their “school-
appropriate” behaviors and products rise above other grade-level students.  However, a 
distinct difference is noted between those students who demonstrate gifted 
characteristics versus those who are high achieving students. 
Educators with expertise in gifted education are frustrated trying to help other 
educators and parents understand that while high achievers are valuable participants 
whose high-level modeling is welcomed in class, they learn differently from gifted 
learners.  In situations in which they are respected and encouraged, gifted students' 
thinking is more complex with abstract inferences and more diverse perceptions than 
is typical of high achievers (Kingore, 2004).  Articulating those differences to 
educators and parents is difficult.  Table 2, developed by Dr. Bertie Kingore, helps us 
differentiate between the gifted child and those who tend to do well in school, or high 
achievers.  This table provides some of the comparisons between these two groups:  
(Kingore, 2004) 
Table 2.  Characteristics of a High Achiever versus a Gifted Learner. 
A High Achiever... A Gifted Learner... 
Remembers the answers Poses unforeseen questions 
Is interested Is curious 
Is attentive Is selectively mentally engaged 
Generates advanced ideas Generates complex, abstract ideas 
Works hard to achieve Knows without working hard 
Answers the questions in detail Ponders with depth and multiple 
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perspectives 
Performs at the top of the group Is beyond the group 
Responds with interest and opinions Exhibits feelings and opinions from multiple perspectives 
Learns with ease Already knows 
Needs 6 to 8 repetitions to master Needs 1 to 3 repetitions to master 
Enjoys the company of age peers Prefers the company of intellectual peers 
Understands complex, abstract humor Creates complex, abstract humor 
Grasps the meaning Infers and connects concepts 
Completes assignments on time Initiates projects and extensions of assignments 
Is receptive Is intense 
Is accurate and complete Is original and continually developing 
Enjoys school often Enjoys self-directed learning 
Absorbs information Manipulates information 
Is a technician with expertise in a field Is an expert who abstracts beyond the field 
Memorizes well Guesses and infers well 
Is highly alert and observant Anticipates and relates observations 
Is pleased with own learning Is self-critical 
Gets A's May not be motivated by grades 
Is able Is intellectual 
  
 The purpose for presenting the high achiever perspective allows us to gain 
insight into how school professionals often mistake the high-achiever as a gifted 
learner.  This bias towards identifying the student who is able to “play school” often 
leads to under identifying the minority students who may not display the 
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characteristics associated with white, dominant culture.  Helping teachers understand 
the distinct differences in how giftedness may be presented is vital.  More importantly, 
helping teachers understand how these characteristics may manifest within a Multiple 
Intelligence framework is even more crucial.  Hence, teacher reports alone should not 
be used as a determining factor for referring students into gifted programming.  
Helping parents of racially diverse students communicate and collaborate with school 
professionals to help identify students is an integral part of the referral, assessment and 
identification of gifted students.   
 Theoretical Models         
 There are also several theoretical models that explicitly link racial status to 
academic achievement.  For example, Ogbu presents Cultural Ecological Theory that 
indicates that some minority students resist doing well in school due to societal 
pressure or historic oppression (Erwin & Worrell, 2012).  For them, doing well in 
school is equated to acting white (Ogbu, 2004).  A study completed in 2008 confirms 
Ogbu’s theory as it was found that African American students in regular and gifted 
education associated “acting White with being achievement oriented and acting black 
with poor academic performance” (Ford, Grantham, & Whiting, 2008).    
 Critical Race Theory (CRT; DeCuir & Dixson, 2004; Irons, 2002) presents the 
effects of race and racism, issues of power and, in particular, how African-Americans 
have been denied avenues for self-empowerment (Hertzog, 2005).  DeCuir and Dixson 
claim, “Given the insidious and often subtle ways in which race and racism operate, it 
is imperative that educational researchers explore the role of race when examining the 
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education experiences of African-American students” (p. 26).  In particular, teachers’ 
beliefs or prejudices impact the underrepresentation of certain groups in gifted and 
talented programs must be noted.  DeCuir and Dixson (2004) suggest how, 
“…the curriculum, and specifically, access to a high quality rigorous 
curriculum, has been almost exclusively enjoyed by White students.  
Tracking, honors, and/or gifted programs and advanced placement 
courses are but the myriad ways that schools have essentially been re-
segregated.  The formal ways that selection and admission into these 
programs are conducted guarantee that students of color have virtually 
no access to a high quality curriculum or certainly one that will 
prepare them for college attendance…” (p. 28).   
 
Many African American males who are gifted go unrecognized.  In 2002, the 
National Research Council issued the following statement:  “Children from culturally 
and linguistically diverse and/or economically disadvantaged families…have been 
dramatically underrepresented in programs for gifted students”  (Coleman, 2003).  The 
council also suggests that the identification process proves to be the largest factor for 
the problem.  Students are not identified as gifted because educators have “an over-
reliance on standardized tests, narrow conceptions of intelligence and the resulting 
definitions of giftedness, and the procedures and policies that guide local and state 
gifted programs” (Coleman, 2003).   
Cross-Cultural Research Regarding Giftedness  
 Some researchers (e.g., Borland, 2004; Flowers et al., 2004; Morris, 2002) 
claim that giftedness is more socially constructed by the values and beliefs of the 
dominant culture.  In the United States, Borland suggests that giftedness has been 
based on the White, middle and upper-middle class students.  Any characteristics that 
fall outside this realm lend themselves to the perpetual problem of the 
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underrepresentation of CLD students in gifted programs (Borland, 2004; Flowers et 
al., Morris, 2002).   
 Sternberg asserts (1995, 1997) that the theoretical approach underlying an 
understanding of intelligence and giftedness occurs within a culture.  According to this 
theory, “individuals are gifted if they have the abilities needed to reach their own goals 
within their socio-cultural context” (Sternberg, 2007).  Individuals strive to take 
advantage of their strengths and compensate for their weaknesses by adapting to their 
environment.  They do so by using a combination of skills including analytical 
reasoning, which are primarily the traditional academic skills, creative reasoning and 
practical abilities (Sternberg, 2007). 
 Sternberg’s research supports the idea that the conception of intelligence goes 
beyond White American groups (Sternberg, 2007).  In Sternberg’s studies done around 
the world, he found that the meaning of intelligence shifts based on the primary 
functions of the culture.  For example, Taiwanese Chinese include both the 
interpersonal and intrapersonal skills in their conception of intelligence (Yang & 
Sternberg, 2007).  “Notions of intelligence in many Asian cultures emphasize the 
social aspect of intelligence more than does the traditional Western or IQ-based 
notion” (Azuma & Kashiwagi, 1987). 
 Studies conducted by Ruzgis and Grigorenko (1994) in Africa found that 
several conceptions of intelligence rely heavily on the ability to help facilitate and 
maintain well-balanced and stable intergroup and intragroup relations.  In Zambia, 
researchers found that the Chewa community places heavy emphasis on social 
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responsibilities, cooperativeness, and obedience (Serpell, 1974, 1996).  Similarly, 
Kenyan parents emphasize intelligence as those children who place importance on 
responsible participation in family and social life (Super & Harkness, 1982, 1986, 
1993).  Among the Baoule, a commitment to the family and community and respect 
towards elders are considered key elements of intelligence (Dasen, 1984).   
 Researchers who study gifted and talented development understand that 
intelligence is seen with a socio-cultural lens (Csikszenthmihalyi, 1988; Freeman, 
2005; Simonton, 1994; Sternberg, 2005; Tannenbaum, 1986).   Defining an 
individual’ s achievement depends on the cultural values.  For example, Sternberg 
(2004), noted in a tribal culture individuals who were exceptional at gathering food, 
hunting, or understanding medicinal properties of herbs are considered gifted.  Or, 
cultures that value oral expression over written expression may consider story telling 
as a key characteristic of giftedness.  In other words, giftedness and talent are defined 
differently by various cultures (Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011).   
 The overall theme presented in cross-cultural research supports the notion that 
every culture defines giftedness based on its own values guiding everyday beliefs and 
practices.  For students of culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, the 
behaviors they demonstrate may show inconsistencies from what is expected in the 
American schools.  Taken one step further, parents who may never have even attended 
an American school may not even have an awareness that the school’s expectation 
varies from their own expectations.  Without truly understanding what parents of 
racially diverse students perceive as gifted, identifying these students as gifted 
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becomes extremely challenging.  The investigation of this dissertation is necessary to 
provide descriptive data to provide answers to understanding how different races may 
identify giftedness.   
Teacher Perspective and Accuracy 
 The current system of identifying children as gifted relies heavily on teacher 
interpretation and recommendation.  Hodge and Coral (2006) reviewed several studies 
that assessed the teacher accuracy of their referrals and the terms of effectiveness (not 
overlooking gifted children) and efficiency (not overestimating non-gifted children).  
Four studies completed with kindergarten and first grade teachers found that 
effectiveness ranged between 10% and 48% while their efficiency was mostly 30-50% 
(Gear, 1976).   The same studies revealed that children who were overestimated by the 
teachers, two-thirds of them demonstrated more verbally advanced language skills, 
cooperative and eager to please the teachers. 
  In their own study on teacher perceptions of giftedness, Hodge and Coral 
(2006) provided 25 schoolteachers with a questionnaire and found 57% effectively 
nominated children as gifted. 
“Of the nine underestimations, in seven instances the child had a 
concurrent nonverbal ability score in the gifted range but a verbal ability 
score below the gifted range, while in the remaining instances both 
nonverbal and verbal scores were in the gifted range.  In four of the nine 
underestimations, the child also had at least one concurrent achievement 
score in the gifted range” (Hodge & Kemp, 2005).  
  
 Some argue teacher’s beliefs about giftedness handicaps their ability to 
identify students.  Two research studies indicated that teachers tend to view 
achievement rather than potential as the basis for giftedness (Freeman, 1979; Lee, 
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1999).  Lee also discovered that teachers perceive motivation as a vital component to 
giftedness.   
 Moore et al. (2005) argued that educators should prescribe to a holistic 
approach when assessing the “cognitive, academic, affective, psychological, cultural, 
and social needs and development” of culturally and linguistically diverse students.  
Elhoweris (2002) ascertained that prior research (Hadaway & Marek-Schroner, 1992; 
Woords & Achey, 1990) suggested that teachers’ negative perceptions and lowered 
expectations of minority students influence their professional judgment to make 
appropriate recommendations for placement into gifted programs.  Elhoweris et al. 
concluded from their study that a “student’s ethnicity does make a difference in the 
teachers’ referral decisions” (p. 29).  The study also revealed the phenomenon of 
stereotypes, especially of African-American students, prevented them from being 
placed into gifted programs when compared to their White counterparts.   
 Elhoweris et al. (2005) used descriptive vignettes of potentially gifted students 
to conduct the research.  One third of the panel received information about a white 
student, the second third of the panel received information about an African-American 
student, and the last third, which served as the control, did not receive any information 
about the student’s race.  Elhoweris concluded, “Teachers who read a vignette 
describing an African American child were statistically different from those teachers 
who read a vignette describing a child of unspecified ethnicity” (p. 28). 
 The study conducted by Elhoweris in 2005 concluded that a child whose 
ethnicity was not identified was more likely to get a referral into a gifted program than 
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a child who was identified as African-American.  The researchers’ findings indicate 
that a student’s race influenced a teacher’s judgment to make a referral despite the fact 
that each vignette was descriptively identical except for ethnicity.  Pai and Adler 
(2001) and Obiakor (2004) describe these behaviors demonstrated by educators as the 
deficit perspective model of viewing minority students.  This attitude reflected by our 
educators perpetuates the cycle of institutionalized racism with a faulty identification 
process holding back eligible CLD students for gifted programming.   
 Another study conducted by Milner and Ford (2007) found that cultural 
misconceptions and misunderstandings are key factors influencing the 
underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programs.  The researchers indicate 
that due to the high number of White, female and middle class teachers comprising the 
teaching force in contrast to our diverse student populations, there is a disconnect 
between understanding various cultures and how it influences the judgment and 
decision-making process of placement into gifted programs.   
Referral, Assessment and Identification Procedures 
 Despite the awareness of the disproportionality of culturally and linguistically 
diverse students in gifted programs and the narrow, non-traditional definitions of 
giftedness, many school districts continue to rely on achievement testing and 
standardized ability as the primary identification measures (Olszewski-Kubilius, 
2013).  No data is collected on how schools are practicing identification as well as 
what measures and methods are utilized (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2013).  However, 
school districts are attempting to adopt reliable and valid practices to identify students 
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from the underrepresented populations, but which often result in frustration and failure 
(Callahan, 2005).  In order to successfully address the needs of the minority gifted 
population, modifying the identification process, procedures and services are 
necessary (Briggs et al., 2008).  Despite this awareness, minority students are 
continually overrepresented in special education programming and underrepresented 
in gifted programming (Donovan & Cross, 2002). 
 The majority of students who participate in gifted and talented programming 
are from the dominant, white, middle class culture (Donovan & Cross, 2003).  The 
traditional views of intelligence, based on Spearman’s g, compound the problem.  
Research evidences a correlation between the identification of gifted and talented 
students and high scores on achievement and intelligence tests (Ford & Grantham, 
2003; Ford & Trotman, 2001; Frasier & Passow, 1994).  Identified as “schoolhouse” 
or “academic” giftedness (Renzulli & Reis, 1997), teachers rely on using this profile 
of high scores or standardized or intelligence tests and strong classroom performance.  
As a result, the culturally and linguistically diverse student is overlooked because of 
intelligence that may be developing or emerging at a different time due to different 
socio-culture demands (Baldwin, 1978; Ford & Harris, 1999; Frasier & Passow, 
1994).   
 Another perspective, provided by Harris, Plucker, Rapp and Martinez, (2007) 
presents two barriers that interfere with the traditional process of identifying gifted 
students, inhibiting the identification of minority gifted students.  The first is the 
inadequate communication between the teachers of the gifted programs and the 
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teachers of the special education and English language acquisition programs.  Lack of 
communication prevents the adults in the building from observing the minority student 
in various settings that may lend themselves to identifying hidden talents.  The 
opportunity to observe and identify unknown talents increases when various sources of 
information are brought together to examine the child with multiple lenses. 
 The second barrier presented by Harris et al. is the lack of clear identification 
policies for gifted programs.  Relying heavily on teacher recommendation to initiate a 
referral, often times, teachers recommend students who are cooperative, answer 
questions correctly, and exhibit behaviors consistent with the mainstream middle class 
culture (Ford, 1996).  Teachers may not fully understand the racially diverse student 
and be unable to sufficiently identify giftedness appropriately within this population 
(Shaunessy, McHatton, Hughes, Bricer & Ratcliff, 2007).   
The Need for the Parent Perspective  
 Parents need accurate information regarding the characteristics of gifted 
students.  Many parents are unaware of what it means to be gifted. The prevalence of 
myths and misconceptions pertaining to gifted children in society overshadow the 
facts about gifted children.  Buckley (1994) conducted a survey to ascertain parents’ 
educational philosophical positions and conceptions of giftedness.  Responses came 
from 287 parents with children enrolled in both public and private schools.  Results 
indicate that parents' concept of giftedness is broad and complex.  Reported 
characteristics of giftedness included, but were not limited to:  originality, sociability, 
individuality, self-direction, a breadth of knowledge, interest and awareness, drive, 
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intellectual precocity, curiosity, persistence, self-confidence, sensitivity, and 
intellectual depth in both cognitive and affective thinking processes (Stephens, 1999).  
 The study reveals the perception and understanding of parents on what it 
means to be gifted.  However, there still lacks a lens that differentiates between 
various cultures and minority groups.  By implementing a study that differentiates 
between the cultural perspectives of parents, we can gain insight into how to empower 
CLD families as well as support the needs of this population to become a substantial 
group in our gifted programs.   
 The Seattle Project, a longitudinal study comparing identification methods of 
students with advanced intellectual abilities, revealed a positive correlation between 
parent questionnaire scores and short-form Stanford-Binet IQ’s in all samples 
(Roedell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1980).  Another study indicates that parents’ reported 
precocious behaviors in their children as early as 2 or 3 years of age which was later 
revealed by a standardized test (Robinson, Jackson, & Roedell, 1977).   
 Parents are more efficient in identifying intellectual giftedness in their young 
children for IQ’s above 120 (Louis & Lewis, 1992; McGuffog, Feiring & Lewis, 
1987; Parkinson, 1990; Roedell et al., 1980, Silverman, Chitwood, & Waters, 1986).  
Ciha, Harris, Hoffman, and Potter (1974), distributed a questionnaire to parents and 
teachers of kindergarten students to identify gifted ability.  The parents identified with 
67% accuracy while the teachers identified only 22% of the students.  In another study 
conducted by Jacobs (1971), parents accurately identified 61% of the gifted children in 
a kindergarten group, whereas teachers identified only 4%.  Silverman et al, in their 
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1986 study reported that parents had an accuracy rate of 95% when using an IQ score 
of 120 and above.  Using parents as a tool in identifying children of advanced 
intellectual ability is crucial.  The following passage truly captures the essence of the 
parent voice: 
 “Parents are in the best possible position to act as observers 
and recorders of their children’s behavior, although they many not 
always be able to interpret or evaluate what they observe.  Parents see 
their children when they are at ease in familiar surroundings when they 
are playing by themselves as well as interactions with adults or other 
children…Parents who have the opportunity to make nominations are, 
more often than not, fairly realistic about their children’s abilities.  
Thus, parent nominations can provide an efficient tool for identifying 
gifted children” (Roedell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1980). 
 
 Referral or nomination to gifted programs is the first entry point for being 
considered eligible for gifted programming.  Research indicates that parental referral 
rates for gifted programs are higher for Caucasian parent and among middle and high 
socioeconomic status (SES) groups (McBee, 2006, 2010; Scott, Perou, Urbano, 
Hogan, & Gold, 1992).  The underrepresentation of minority students is not only a 
problem of teachers, but also of parents (Frasier, Garcia, Passow, 1995).  Researchers 
proclaim that minority parents get limited information about gifted programs or 
advocacy groups and feel the family is an integral part in advocating for the needs of 
gifted children (Bonner, 2003; Foster, 2006).  Bonner indicates that the family role is 
crucial to supporting the gifted student. 
 How parents view their child’s abilities and potential influences how they 
guide and interact with them.  Two studies conducted in the mid-eighties examined 
how the roles of parents influence their children’s abilities to develop their skills and 
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talents.  Both studies found that parent participation and involvement are essential for 
a child to succeed (Bloom, 1985; Feldman and Goldsmith, 1986).  “Without strong 
support from parents, [their talents] won’t bloom” (Bloom, p.3).  Feldman and 
Goldsmith added, “Parental devotion to the development of prodigious talent has been 
the strongest constant across the cases in my study” (p.98).  In addition, Goldsmith 
claims that in order for the parents to nurture the gifted child, they must also be able to 
recognize it (Salow, 2001).  This proposed study can help the literature gain an 
understanding of how parents of various minority backgrounds perceive giftedness 
only to empower them with tools to nurture their child in the home and school 
environments.   
 In her article Parent Perception of Giftedness, Salow claims that parent beliefs 
and perceptions dictate parent interactions and response to their child.  In her research 
with four in-depth case studies of parents with intellectually gifted students (Salow, 
1999) introduces various factors that influence how a parent perceives giftedness.  She 
introduces the following five categories of influence:  parents’ value systems, their 
role as parents, their involvement with the school system, their family origin, and their 
understanding of their own giftedness.  The categories largely contributed to parent 
conceptions of giftedness (Salow, 2001).  Salow presents how an adult’s experiences 
and conceptions of giftedness as a child carry over into how they raise their children.   
 For example, Salow provides a case study on Nora who grew up with two 
extremely gifted brothers.  One had an IQ over 160 and struggled leaving the house 
and interacting with others.  As a result, when her own daughter was identified as 
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gifted, she often would minimize her skills.  Nora wanted to nurture her skills to be 
social and have the capability to socialize with others.  As a parent, Nora attempted to 
involve her daughter with many social clubs and activities that would expose her to 
other children and held develop her daughter’s skills to socialize.  In addition, Nora 
purposely placed her daughter in pubic school where she felt her daughter would have 
the opportunity to interact with diverse and racially unique students enhancing her 
skills to socialize with all types of people other than what might be evident at a private 
school (Salow, 2001).    
 Salow contributes a deeper understanding of how parent perception of gifted 
children penetrates into upbringing.  However, the discussion turns to how parents of 
culturally and linguistically students may share a different perspective of giftedness.  
Assuming Salow’s five categories of influence and understanding that earlier 
experiences in life help shape parent rearing practices, schools must take time to 
understand how minority parents perceive giftedness. The parent voice is relevant and 
essential to increasing the numbers of minority students in our gifted programs.    
Alternative Assessment Practices 
 Groups of researchers have attempted to study the core characteristics 
associated with giftedness to help improve the identification of minority and 
economically disadvantaged students.  The goal was to identify these characteristics 
and provide opportunities for development with both gifted and potentially gifted 
students.  Frasier et al., (1995) concluded 10 core attributes:  communication skills, 
imagination/creativity, humor, inquiry, insight, interest, memory, motivation, 
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problem-solving and reasoning.  Frasier then developed the Frasier Talent Assessment 
Profile (F-TAP) that represents a multidimensional talent identification and 
educational development system created to collect data from a series of tests and non-
test sources (Grantham & Ford, 2007).  The introduction of the F-TAP provided a 
format that allowed an assessment and decision-making process that is more 
appropriate to address the characteristics of racially diverse and economically 
disadvantaged students.  It moves away from the traditional measures and relies on 
gathering information from educators, parents and the students.  It creates a more 
thorough cognitive profile of the potentially gifted, minority student.  Frasier’s 
identification process helps the schools to steer away from more traditional 
perspective of intelligence and begins to widen the perspective to incorporate all types 
of gifted learners.   
 Other researchers share Frasier’s perspective and indicate that schools need to 
shift away from the perspective that all students fit into one cognitive profile.  Rather, 
the educational process should enrich and develop the gifts and talents of minority 
students (Delpit, 2006).  Delpit insists that culture should be a “consideration” rather 
than a “hindrance” when planning and programming for children of diverse 
backgrounds (Delpit, 2006).   
 Non-traditional methods of assessment and identification are slowly being 
implemented by school districts.  Several factors should be encouraged, including 
portfolios, observation, and parent input.  In addition, a nonverbal measure, in place of 
the intelligence test that has several verbal components, is preferred when identifying 
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minority students.  The Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) and the Ravens 
Progressive Matrices are two preferred methods (Olszewski-Kubilius & Thomson, 
2013).  Although research suggests that nonverbal tests are not as good at predicting 
school achievement, they can provide solid information about those students who 
demonstrate strong mathematical aptitude (Lohman, 2005).  Nonverbal tests should be 
used as one tool in identifying students from minority backgrounds to take into 
account other variables, i.e. SES, that might impact ability (Carman & Taylor, 2010).   
 Other performance-based assessments which take into account environmental 
and socio-cultural factors include DISCOVER (Sarouphim, 2001) and Project 
Synergy.  Both of these processes rely on observing a student completing specific 
problem solving tasks and curriculum-based tasks, supplemented by test data, to 
identify both minority and low-income students (Olszewski-Kubilius & Thomson, 
2013).  South Carolina, a state that adopted performance-based measures to identify 
students, succeeded in increasing the number of both minority and nonminority 
children in gifted programs (Van Tassel-Baska, Feng & Evans, 2008). 
 The research on alternative assessment practices is a favorable alternative to 
help identify minority students for gifted programs.  Supporting these practices in 
schools can empower minority families to access a more challenging and rigorous 
educational experience.  
 The literature has established that parents are accurate and fair at recognizing 
their child has having greater ability in certain areas.  Recognizing these advanced 
characteristics often guide how the parents interact with their child (Bloom, 1985).  
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Therefore, it is important to recognize how parenting styles and values influence the 
achievement of a gifted learner.  Without conducting this study, the literature will not 
fully be able to know the exact perceptions of minority families and how to empower 
them to facilitate these strengths.   
 In an Israeli study conducted by Landau and Weissler (1993) family 
environments of high IQ scoring children were compared to those family 
environments of average IQ scoring children.  They examined parent environments 
into four categories:  a) background variables, b) variables operating indirectly on the 
child, c) personality traits of the parents, and d) interactions between the parent and 
child.  Children were identified using a Raven’s Matrix as well as an Israeli group IQ 
assessment called the Milta test. 
 Results from their study indicated significant findings between the two groups.  
It was concluded that increased environmental stimuli, parents’ academic 
achievements, cognitive interactions between parents and children and parents’ 
attitudes toward their children’s intelligence varied significantly between the two 
groups.  Similarly, the researchers found that the parents of the higher IQ groups were 
more assertive and that the fathers tended to favor a more liberal and independent 
attitude.  A combination of the cognitive interactions as well as attitudes and 
personality traits of the parents, appear to be associated with the intellectual 
development of their child (Landau & Weissler, 1993).  Optimal conditions for 
maximizing their children’s intellectual potential appear to be characterized by 
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encouragement of a daring and risk taking attitude, as well as the willingness to 
experience new things.   
 In another study conducted by (Karnes, Shwedel, & Steinberg, 1984), 
parenting styles of gifted 3-5 year olds were compared to average IQ children.  Their 
results indicated differences occurred in the areas of the amount of time spent reading 
with them as well as engaging them in academic-related activities with their child.  
Similarly, parents of the gifted student felt their child was able to attain a high status 
job and felt their child needed more independence.   
 Another study examined the values that influenced the eminence of scientists, 
athletes, musicians and artists (Bloom, 1985).  This study revealed that parents 
provided structure, routine and organization to facilitate the talents of their children.  
The parents valued success, achievement and striving for excellence.  The researcher 
presents studies on parenting values and traits, as it is evident that certain factors 
influence student achievement.  This helps support the need to help parents understand 
giftedness as well as how to nurture any talents that may be evident with their child.  
By helping empower parents to understand giftedness as well as to advocate for their 
needs, minority students may begin to see opportunities for more advanced 
programming.   
 The need to understand the perceptions of parents of culturally and 
linguistically diverse gifted learners is to empower advocacy for minority parents.  To 
fully understand their role as advocates, culturally and linguistically diverse families 
must be involved in the process of identifying their children.  “Schools must eliminate 
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barriers to participation of economically disadvantaged and minority students with 
outstanding talents,” and “must develop strategies to serve students from under-
represented groups” (U.S. Department of Education, 1993, p. 28).  In their article, 
“Parent Advocacy for Culturally Diverse Gifted Students”, Grantham et al. present 
relevant contributions that parents of minority gifted students must practice to 
eliminate the alarming disparities that exist with the underrepresentation of this 
population in gifted programs.  These practices include making sure parents 
understand the core attributes of giftedness, identification barriers and 
underachievement.  Parents must develop an understanding of non-traditional 
definitions of, assessment and identification practices, and systemic issues that 
influence underachievement.   
 The authors further posit that, in doing so, they are benefitting schools.  
Teachers begin to understand how they can best meet the social and cultural needs of 
diverse groups of students, especially when their backgrounds differ from those of 
their students.  In addition, parent collaboration with the school increases consistency 
of academic and social expectations between home and school.  Lastly, when schools 
collaborate with parents of culturally and linguistically diverse students in the gifted 
programs identification and placement decision-making processes, they stand a greater 
chance of not being overlooked.   
The Role of Environmental Factors in Identification 
 The role of SES is a documented variable effecting the academic achievement 
of racially diverse students (Carman & Taylor, 2010).  In a study using the Naglieri 
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Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT), a non-verbal assessment of ability given to minority 
and non-minority students, 2,072 kindergarten students were administered the measure 
in a southern, suburban public school district as part of the state mandated gifted 
screening process.  The NNAT is considered a “language-free test of ability” 
(Naglieri, 2008, p.1) and “is ideal for use with examinees from culturally and 
linguistically diverse backgrounds” (Pearson Education, n.d., para.2).  Students from 
average to high SES backgrounds are twice as likely to be identified than those from 
low SES families.  As one of the primary tools to screen students for giftedness, this 
study supports the process of using a multi-faceted approach to identifying students, 
most importantly including the parent perspective.  The NNAT should be used in 
conjunction with other sources to eliminate any biases for racially diverse students to 
level the playing field.   
 Few studies have explored the influence of family variables on the 
achievement of gifted culturally and linguistically diverse students (Ford & Thomas, 
2011).  VanTassel-Baska (1989) focused on the role of families in the lives of 15 low 
SES gifted students, eight of whom were Black, and many living in single-parent 
families.  Her findings reveal that low SES Black families held high expectations, 
aspirations, and standards for their children, as well as positive achievement 
orientations.  The Black parents sought to promote self-competence and independence 
in their children.  Parents were described as watchful of their children, hyperaware of 
children's accomplishments, and actively involved in developing their abilities. 
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 Prom-Jackson, Johnson, and Wallace (1987) conducted a study of minority 
graduates of A Better Chance, Inc. (ABC), a non-profit educational organization that 
identifies gifted low SES minority students as possible candidates for college 
preparatory secondary schools.  It was concluded that low SES gifted minority 
students had parents of all educational levels.  Parental educational level was not a 
good predictor of minority students' academic performance.  
 Family income is often identified as a variable related to a child’s intelligence 
(Steinmayr, Dinger & Spinath, 2010; Strenze, 2007).  Recent studies (Duncan et. al., 
2010, Milligan and Stabile, 2009) highlight that children growing up in poverty are 
less successful over the life course than their counterparts from higher-income 
families.  Income appears to have some impact on education and IQ among children, 
probably greater among economically disadvantaged families (e.g., Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007; Dahl & Lochner, 2008). 
 Non-genetic factors, or environmental factors, influence intelligence 
(Steinmayr, Dinger, & Spinath, 2010).  According to Bourdieu (1986), parents' 
education is suggested to be an integral component for the academic success of their 
children.  His thought is that parents provide monetary resources and cultural 
experiences to support their child’s academic achievement.  This thought is adapted in 
the model presented by Laosa (1982), who claims that schooling has a long lasting 
effect on a person's behavioral dispositions, e.g., how a person acts as a parent.  Thus, 
parental education is of special importance for parent–child interaction and impacts 
the development of children's personality.  This view is supported by studies that show 
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that parents' education and not their occupation is associated with children's 
personality or learning strategies (Laosa, 1978).  However, beyond the ideas presented 
by Bourdieu (1986) and Laosa (1978), the reasons for the relationship between 
parents' education and children's scholastic success might be that better-educated 
parents have higher demands of academic effort from their children, and these 
children, in turn, put more effort in their own school work (Steinmayr, Dinger & 
Spinath, 2010). 
 Strenze (2007) reported a comprehensive meta-analysis regarding the 
relationships between three predictors (intelligence, parental SES, and academic 
performance) and three measures of socioeconomic success (educational level, 
occupational level, and income).  He used data from 85 datasets in the meta-analysis, 
and concluded:  (a) intelligence predicts career success (predictive validities of 0.56 
for education, 0.43 for occupation, and 0.20 for income), (b) parental SES 
(considering several indicators like father’s education, mother’s education, father’s 
occupation, and parental income) is related to career success as shown in correlations 
between father’s education and education (r = .50), between father’s occupation and 
occupation (r = .35), or between parental income and income (r = .20), and (c) 
academic performance is related to career success as shown by correlations between 
academic performance and education (r = .53) or occupation (r = .37). 
The Influence of Parenting Style on Giftedness     
 The importance of presenting the influence of parenting style on giftedness in 
this literature review is to understand how the environment a parent provides to his 
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child dictates the types of skills and cognition the child will develop and value.  If a 
parent has a particular perception of giftedness different from another, he will foster 
different skills.  These traits are not always understood or acknowledged by 
mainstream school culture.  To deny what the parent and child value culturally, 
educators fail to recognize intelligence in various ways. 
The literature has established that parents are fair and accurate at recognizing 
their child as having greater ability in certain areas.  Recognizing advanced 
characteristics guides how the parents interact with their child (Bloom, 1985).  
Therefore, it is important to recognize how parenting styles and values influence the 
achievement of a gifted learner.  Without conducting this study, the literature will not 
fully be able to know the exact perceptions of racially diverse families and how to 
empower them to facilitate identification of gifted racially diverse students. 
In an Israeli study, Landau and Weissler (1993) compared family environments 
of high IQ scoring children to those family environments of average IQ scoring 
children.  They broke down parent environments into four categories:  (a) background 
variables, (b) variables operating indirectly on the child, (c) personality traits of the 
parents, and (d) interactions between the parent and child.  Landau and Weissler used 
the Raven’s Matrix to identify children, as well as an Israeli group IQ assessment 
called the Milta test. 
 Results from the study indicate significant findings between the two groups.  
Landau and Weissler concluded that increased environmental stimuli, parents’ 
academic achievements, cognitive interactions between parents and children and 
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parents’ attitudes toward their children’s intelligence varied significantly between the 
two groups.  The researchers found that the parents of the higher IQ groups were more 
assertive and that the fathers tended to favor a more liberal and independent attitude.  
A combination of the cognitive interactions, as well as attitudes and personality traits 
of the parents, appears to be associated with the intellectual development of their child 
(Landau & Weissler, 1993).    
  Landau and Weissler (1993) present very specific traits associated with high 
IQ groups.  However, this researcher questions if a parent from, for example, a Native 
American family was expected to encourage independence for their child, it 
contradicts their cultural value of community.  A young Native child is taught one 
value at home that appears to not foster “intelligence” as the school community 
perceives.  By completing this study, and understanding how racially diverse parents 
perceive giftedness, educators and parents can work together to advocate for students 
of various backgrounds.   
 In another study conducted by (Karnes, Shwedel, & Steinberg, 1984), 
parenting styles of gifted 3-5 year olds were compared to average IQ children.  The 
results indicate differences occurred in the areas of the amount of time spent reading 
with children as well as engaging them in academic-related activities.  Parents of the 
gifted student felt their child was able to attain a high status job and felt their child 
needed more independence.   
 Another study examined the values that influence the eminence of scientists, 
athletes, musicians and artists (Bloom, 1985).  This study reveals that parents provided 
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structure, routine and organization to facilitate the talents of their children.  The 
parents valued success, achievement and striving for excellence.    
 Presenting various studies on parenting values and traits clearly indicate that 
certain factors influence student intelligence.  This helps support the need to help 
parents understand giftedness as well as how to nurture talents that may be evident 
with their child.  By helping empower parents to understand giftedness as well as to 
advocate for their needs, minority students may begin to see opportunities for more 
advanced programming.   
 The need to understand the perceptions of parents of culturally and 
linguistically gifted learners is to empower advocacy for minority parents.  To fully 
understand their role as advocates, culturally and linguistically diverse families must 
be involved in the process of identifying their children.  “Schools must eliminate 
barriers to participation of economically disadvantaged and minority students with 
outstanding talents,” and “must develop strategies to serve students from under-
represented groups” (U.S. Department of Education, 1993, p. 28).  In their article, 
“Parent Advocacy for Culturally Diverse Gifted Students”, Grantham et al. present 
relevant contributions that parents of minority gifted students must practice to 
eliminate the alarming disparities that exist with the underrepresentation of this 
population in gifted programs.  The practices include making sure parents understand 
the core attributes of giftedness, identification barriers and underachievement.  Parents 
must develop an understanding of non-traditional definitions of intelligence, 
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assessment and identification practices, and systemic issues that influence 
underachievement.   
 The authors further posit that in doing so, parents are benefitting schools.  
Teachers begin to understand how they can best meet the social and cultural needs of 
diverse groups of students, especially when their backgrounds differ from those of 
their students.  In addition, parent collaboration with the school increases consistency 
of academic and social expectations between home and school.  Lastly, when schools 
collaborate with minority parents in making identification and placement decisions, 
the gifted minority student stands a greater chance of not being overlooked.   
Summary 
 The need to address the underrepresentation of culturally and linguistically 
diverse students in gifted programs is critical.  Research presented in this literature 
review reveals several critical issues.  The data indicate the disproportionate numbers 
of racially diverse students to white, American students in gifted programs (Ford, 
Grantham & Whiting, 2008).  Despite the contemporary definitions of intelligence, 
including Multiple Intelligence Theory (Gardner, 1983), teachers and schools tend to 
rely on traditional views and approaches of identifying gifted and talented students.  
The study conducted by Renzulli and Reis (1997) confirms that teachers rely on using 
the traditional view of “academic” giftedness.  Teachers misidentify a high achiever as 
a gifted learner because of their ability to play school (Kingore, 2004).  These studies 
help researchers understand some of the barriers that prevent racially diverse students 
from accessing more rigorous and challenging academic programming. 
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 The research of Sternberg (1995, 1997, 2004) sheds light on how different 
cultures define giftedness.  His research explains the meaning of intelligence shifts 
based on the primary functions of the culture beyond the traditional IQ based notion.  
By accepting this as true, embracing a non-traditional view of giftedness as described 
by Howard Gardner becomes critical in recognizing the gifts and talents of students 
from racially diverse backgrounds.  Relying on parents to help us recognize their 
child’s intelligence is a critical component to understanding the strengths of these 
students.   
 Several studies presented in this review verify the accuracy of parents to 
recognize their child’s intelligence (Buckley, 1994; Roedell, Jackson, & Robinson, 
1980).  Although Buckley (1994) attempted to understand how parents perceive 
giftedness, he concluded there was very little consistency to how parents define 
giftedness.  Yet, he still did not address the differences that may exist with various 
cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  The literature is void of any research that 
indicates how racially diverse parents may perceive giftedness as their children attend 
American schools.  Is it different than how white, dominant culture parents identify 
giftedness?  By conducting this study, this researcher will provide an understanding of 
how minority parents perceive giftedness and how we may encourage them to 
advocate for the needs of their student.   
  A review of the literature by this researcher confirmed the need to understand 
the differences between Caucasian and racially diverse parents in the perception of 
giftedness.  The goal of this researcher is to increase the knowledge of parent 
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understanding of giftedness and to empower parents of marginalized populations.  The 
literature is saturated with establishing underrepresentation of minority students in 
gifted programs (Donovan & Cross, 2000; Castellano & Diaz, 2001), and the lack of 
identification of gifted students from various economic backgrounds and cultural 
backgrounds (VanTassel-Baska, 1989).  However, minimal research has been done to 
tease out the differences between racial groups and how they perceive giftedness 
within their communities.  Contributing to the literature on understanding how parents 
view their children’s abilities will help educators understand how better to empower 
minority parents as well as to advocate for the needs of this population.   
 The attempt to measure perceptions of giftedness is a daunting task.  Taken 
one step further, a scale that incorporates the various intelligence theories into one 
measure is non-existent.  In an attempt to answer the research questions proposed in 
this dissertation, this researcher developed her own scale to measure the parent 
perception of giftedness.  The primary purpose of this dissertation remains to 
determine if differences exist between parent perception of giftedness by race, 
educational level and socio-economic status.  The research questions generated for this 
dissertation determined if a scale created to measure parent perception of giftedness 
was psychometrically sound; to determine if adequate psychometric properties for 
reliability and factor structure are achieved for this new scale; are group differences 
noted by race, socio-economic status, and parent education level; and to identify the 
top endorsed characteristics of giftedness as determined by pre-school parents of 
White and culturally and linguistically diverse parents.  The next section reviews the 
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methods used to develop a valid and reliable new scale followed by a description of an 
initial pilot study to test out the new survey and, then, the presentation of the final 
main study to assess the differences in perceptions of giftedness of parents from 
various racial, socio-economic, and parent education levels.
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHOD 
   This chapter provides a detailed description of the methods employed in this 
study to create, validate and implement a new scale, the Parent Perception of 
Giftedness Scale (PPGS).  This chapter is organized into three main sections.  The first 
section provides information on how the researcher initially constructed and validated 
the PPGS by using expert reviewers as well as conducing cognitive interviews.  The 
second section provides the details on the procedure and analysis of the pilot study.  
The final section provides the methods used to initiate the main study and the 
statistical analysis used to answer the research questions generated for this study.   
Section I:  Construction and Initial Validation of the PPGS 
 This dissertation is based on the construction of a new scale to examine the 
parent perception of giftedness.  The survey was used to compare parent groups who 
differ by race, parent education level, and SES.  The development of a survey is a 
complex task that involves several important phases.  The first step is to determine 
clearly what you want to measure.  The PPGS developed for this study was designed 
specifically to measure parent perceptions of giftedness.  Two well-documented 
theories and one conceptual framework were used to base item content: Spearman’s 
general intelligence theory, Howard Gardner’s Multiple Intelligence Theory and 
   57 
Kingore’s conceptual framework of high achievement.  The overview of the versions 
and survey development are provided in Table 3.  
Table 3.  Survey Versions constructed for the PPGS. 
Appendix A Appendix B Appendix C Appendix D 
PPGS Version 1:  
Expert Review (50 
Items) 
PPGS Version 2:  
Cognitive 
Interviews (39 
Items) 
PPGS Version 3:  
Pilot Study (40 
Items) 
PPGS Version 4:  
Main Study (40 
Items) 
Selection of three 
domains 
(traditional gifted, 
non-traditional 
gifted and high 
achievers) 
 
Item pool 
generation of 50 
items by survey 
developer 
 
Distributed to 
panel of 4 expert 
reviewers 
 
Item selection and 
omission based on 
feedback 
Distributed for 
cognitive 
interviews to 4 
representative 
respondents  
 
Item selection and 
omission based on 
feedback 
Distributed for 
pilot study to 22 
representative 
respondents 
 
Items selection and 
omission based on 
statistical analysis 
 
Cronbach’s alpha 
calculated  
Collected a total of 
251 main study 
surveys; final 
analysis was 
completed using 
220 surveys 
 
Exploratory factor 
analysis, analysis 
of variance and 
chi-square analysis  
 
Initial Item Pool  
 Fifty items were developed based on the three theories to create Version 1 of 
the PPGS.  Sixteen items were developed to reflect “traditional” gifted characteristics 
based on Spearman’s theory, fifteen  “non-traditional” characteristics were based on 
Gardner’s theory, and fourteen items were developed to reflect high achiever 
characteristics based on Kingore’s conceptual framework differentiating gifted 
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learners from high achievers.  Version 1 items on the PPGS were given to an expert 
panel to review.  Version 1 given to the expert panel can be found in Appendix A.  
Five irrelevant characteristics, not associated with giftedness, were also added to 
address validity of the PPGS.  These were items 31, 35, 40, 45, and 50.  See Table 4 to 
see the specific breakdown of items by theory and conceptual framework.  
Table 4.  Survey Items Identified by Domain for the Initial PPGS Item Pool. 
Domain 1:  
Traditional 
Domain 2:  Non-
traditional 
Domain 3:  High 
Achiever 
Characteristics 
Irrelevant 
Characteristics 
1.  Advanced 
Vocabulary 
3.  Learn to play 
new sports easily 
and quickly 
2.  Works hard to 
achieve 
31.  Has large ears 
4. IQ above 30 
6.  Tells you when 
music sounds off 
key or out of tune 
5.  Completes 
assignments on 
time 
35.  Has a large 
head 
7.  Has good 
reasoning ability 
9.  Has a good 
sense of empathy or 
concern for others 
8.  Is attentive to 
class lectures 
40.  Prefers to eat 
more healthy foods 
10.  Displays 
curiosity about 
many things 
12.  Displays a 
sense of 
independence or 
strong will 
11.  Follows 
directions 
45.  Prefers 
neatness 
13.  Begins reading 
at an early age 
15.  Becomes 
fascinated with one 
particular thing 
from nature and 
want to learn about 
it thoroughly 
14.  Gets along well 
with same age peers 
50.  Has traveled to 
multiple countries 
outside the United 
States 
16.  Has a highly 
developed sense of 
humor 
18.  Asks a lot of 
questions about 
how things work 
17.  Get’s A’s 
 
19.  Acquires 
numeric concepts 
easily 
21.  Likes to take 
things apart and 
then try to figure 
out how to put them 
back together 
20.  Is able to 
participate in 
classroom activities 
without redirection 
 
22.  Has the power 
to conceptualize 
and synthesize 
24.  Runs, swims, 
and exercises 
without getting tire 
23.  Is alert and 
observant 
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25.  Has to ability 
to elaborate by 
using longer 
sentences and 
complete thoughts 
27.  Remembers the 
melodies of songs 
26.  Is receptive to 
others’ ideas 
 
28.  Demonstrates 
the ability to 
concentrate deeply 
for prolonged 
periods of time 
30.  Excels at chess, 
checkers, or other 
strategy games 
29.  Enjoys school 
often 
 
34.  Is curious 
33.  Enjoys 
collecting items 
from nature 
32.  Eager to please 
teacher 
 
37.  Is selectively 
mentally engaged 
36.  Accurately is 
able to express how 
s/he is feeling 
38.  Is pleased with 
own learning at 
school 
 
43.  Poses 
unforeseen 
questions 
39.  Learns to play 
a musical 
instrument easily 
and quickly 
41.  Is accurate and 
complete 
 
46.  Generates 
complex ideas 
42.  Builds three-
dimensional 
constructions with 
ease 
44.  Learns with 
ease at school 
 
48.  Easily performs 
math calculations in 
his/her head 
 
47.  Raises hand to 
respond to teacher 
questions 
 
49.  Is beyond the 
group   
 
Total = 16 Total = 14 Total = 15 Total = 5 
 
 The items generated for the PPGS were written to be brief, clear and 
understandable at the sixth grade reading level, avoiding longer words and sentences 
(Dale & Chall, 1948; Fry, 1977).  Double-barreled items, which introduce two or more 
ideas in one item, were avoided.  Finally, some redundancy of content was included so 
as to allow for assessment of reliability across subtle variations between items 
(DeVellis, 2003).   
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 After creating a set of items, the format of the survey was determined.  One of 
the most common response formats is a rating scale where items are presented as a 
declarative sentence (or phrase), followed by response options that indicate varying 
degrees of agreement with or endorsement of the statement (DeVellis, 2003).  The 
survey used in this study adopted a four point rating scale to assess parental 
perceptions of which characteristics are most associated with giftedness.  Respondents 
were asked to rate if a specific characteristic of giftedness was not evident = 1; slightly 
evident = 2; somewhat evident = 3; or clearly evident = 4. 
Expert Panel Review 
 To further assess content validity of the items generated for Version 1 of the 
PPGS, an expert panel was asked to review the initial item pool.  A group of four 
content experts were given all of the items and then asked to determine if they agreed 
if these items measured perceptions of giftedness.  The four experts were one White 
male, two White females, and one Black female.  The experts included the Associate 
Director of an Institute for the Development of Gifted Education, the Director of 
Gifted Education for a large urban school district, a Gifted and Talented teacher at a 
local middle school and the Elementary Director for Gifted and Talented in a large 
urban school district.  The expert reviewers were provided the initial item pool from 
the three domains of perceived intelligence as well as the five irrelevant items.  The 
irrelevant items included physical characteristics as well as experiences unrelated to 
giftedness (i.e., has large ears, has a large head, prefers to eat healthy foods, prefers 
neatness, and has traveled to multiple countries).  The five irrelevant items had no link 
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or relation to giftedness by theory or conceptual framework and were included to test 
whether items captured the giftedness construct.  
 Each expert was emailed the survey along with a template that identified the 
domain for each item as they were constructed to represent.  The experts were asked to 
rate each item using the following criteria:  (1) the representativeness of the item for 
its intended domain; (2) the clarity of that item; and the (3) item difficulty.  Also, 
comprehensiveness of the scale and additional suggestions for how to rewrite items 
was asked.  Each item was rated on a scale from 1 to 4 for representation, clarity, and 
item difficulty.  A rating of 1 indicated poor representation and clarity and a rating of 
four indicated an excellent rating of representation and clarity. The item difficulty 
rating tapped into how easy or hard the item might be for the respondent to rate highly.  
A rating of one indicated the item would be easy for the respondent to answer and a 
rating of four indicated that the item would be hard for a respondent to answer.  Table 
5 provides the mean responses for each item across the four expert reviewers.   
Table 5.  Mean Ratings from Expert Reviewers on Item Representativeness (R), Item 
Clarity (IC) and Item Difficulty (ID) on the PPGS Survey Items. 
 
Item R IC ID Overall Comments  
1.  Advanced vocabulary 3.5 3 3 Add “compared to same age peers” 
2.  Works hard to achieve 3 3 3 No concern 
3.  Learns to play new sports easily and 
quickly 
3 4 4 No concern 
4.  IQ above 130 
3.5 4 4 Delete Number as it varies 
based on assessment given and 
depending on age of child 
5.  Completes assignments on time 3 4 3.5 No concern 
6.  Tells you when music sounds off-key 2.5 3 4 Modify to “can identify” 
7.  Has good reasoning ability 3.5 3 3.5 No concern 
8.  Is attentive to class lectures 
3 3 3 Parent cannot observe in school 
setting and is not 
developmentally appropriate 
for 0-5. 
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9.  Has a good sense of empathy or 
concern for others 
3.5 3 2.5 No concern 
10.  Displays curiosity about many things 
3.5 3.5 3 Unclear reference.  Another 
reviewer identified this item 
redundant with item 18, but 
coded differently. 
11.  Follows directions 3 3 2.5 Need more specificity. 
12.  Displays a sense of independence or 
strong will 
 
3 3.5 3 
Overlap of domains. 
13.  Begins reading at an early age 3 4 3.5 No concern 
14.  Gets along well with same age peers 3 3.5 2 No concern 
15.  Becomes fascinated with one 
particular thing from nature and want to 
learn about it thoroughly 
3.5 3.5 3.5 
No concern 
16.  Has a highly developed sense of 
humor 
3.5 3.5 3 No concern 
17.  Gets A’s 
3.5 4 2.5 No developmentally 
appropriate and may not be the 
system used to evaluate 
students ages 0-5 
18.  Asks a lot of questions about how 
things work 
3 3.5 3.5 Identified as redundant with 10, 
but it is coded differently. 
19.  Acquires numeric concepts easily 3.5 3.5 3.5 No concern 
20.  Is able to participate in classroom 
activities without redirection  
3 3 3 Parent cannot observe in school 
setting. 
21.  Likes to take things apart and then try 
to figure out how to put them back 
together 
3 3.5 4 
No concern 
22.  Has the power to conceptualize and 
synthesize 
4 2.5 2.5 Reword “power” to advanced 
ability 
23.  Is alert and observant 
3.5 4 3.5 Assesses two different 
characteristics and can overlap 
between domains.   
24.  Runs, swims, and exercises without 
getting tired 
2.5 3.5 4 No concern 
25.  Has the ability to elaborate by using 
longer sentences and complete thoughts 
3.5 3.5 3.5 No concern 
26.  Is receptive to others’ ideas 3 3 2.5 No concern 
27.  Remembers the melodies of songs 2 3 3 Requires a quantifier 
28.  Demonstrates the ability to 
concentrate deeply for prolonged periods 
 
3.5 3.5 3.5 
No concern 
29.  Enjoys school often 2 4 3 No concern 
30.  Excels at chess, checkers, or other 
strategy games 
2 3.5 3.5 No concern 
31.  Has large ears 2.5 4 4 Confusing or distracting. 
32.  Eager to please teacher 3 3.5 3 No concern 
33.  Enjoys collecting items from nature 2 3.5 3 No concern 
34.  Is curious 4 3 2.5 Unclear reference, not specific enough. 
35.  Has a large head 2.5 4 3 Confusing or distracting. 
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36.  Accurately is able to express how 
s/he is feeling 
3 3 3 No concern 
37.  Is selectively mentally engaged 4 2.5 2.5 Overlap of domains. 
38.  Is pleased with own learning at 
school 
2 3 2.5 One expert reviewer indicated 
perfectionism may interfere 
with this characteristic.   
39.  Learns to play a musical instrument 
easily and quickly 
3 3.5 3 No concern 
40.  Prefers to eat more healthy foods 3 3.5 3 No concern 
41.  Is accurate and complete 
3 3.5 4 Unclear reference, not specific 
enough and assesses two 
different characteristics.  
42.  Builds three-dimensional 
constructions with ease 
3 3.5 3.5 No concern 
43.  Poses unforeseen questions 3.5 3 3.5 No concern 
44.  Learns with ease at school 3.5 3.5 2.5 No concern 
45.  Prefers neatness 2 3.5 2.5 No concern 
46.  Generates complex ideas 3.5 3 3.5 No concern 
47.  Raises hand to respond to teacher 
questions 
3 4 2.5 Parent cannot observe in 
classroom setting. 
48.  Easily performs math calculations in 
his/her head 
3 4 4 Not developmentally 
appropriate for 0-6 years of 
age.   
49.  Is beyond the group 4 3 3.5 Unclear reference and is not specific enough.   
50.  Has traveled to multiple countries 
outside the United States 
2.5 4 4 No concern 
 
The expert reviewers also provided several suggestions to enhance the survey 
which included suggestions that an item was asking them to identify a behavior not 
observable by a parent, an item was repetitive with another characteristic, an item was 
assessing two different aspects of giftedness, an item was unclear or not specific, or an 
item was asking about a characteristic not developmentally appropriate for a child 
between the age of 0-5. 
Expert Review Results 
 The researcher used the mean ratings and the comments to then revise the 
PPGS Version 2.  Overall, the expert reviewers rated items 22, 37, 38 and 45 as the 
lowest of the 50 items and were flagged by the researcher.  This was determined by 
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selecting those items that evidenced more than two domains under a mean score of 
3.0.  Item 22 was retained and modified from “The power to conceptualize and 
synthesize” to “the advanced ability to conceptualize and synthesize.”  Item 37 “Is 
selectively mentally engaged” was omitted, but both items 38 and 45 were retained.  
Item 38 (“Is pleased with own learning at school”) and 45 (“Prefers neatness”) capture 
the high achiever domain and irrelevant characteristic that do not describe giftedness.  
Thus, while the reviewers did not find these items to be clear, they were kept since 
they had a very specific intention for this study.   
 The expert reviewers also indicated that adding opposing items to the survey 
would be beneficial.  For example, one reviewer indicated that item 14 (“Gets along 
with same age peers”) should be balanced by an item suggesting, “prefers to be alone 
or with older peers.”  Similarly, expert reviewers questioned the absence of gifted 
skills including art and leadership.  Three out of the four experts seemed unsure about 
the addition of the irrelevant items and described those characteristics as distracting or 
confusing.  Lastly, one expert reviewer was concerned about the follow-up or 
educational training that should occur for parents taking the survey.  From the 
feedback provided by the expert reviewers, the following items were deleted:  8, 10, 
11, 20, 23, 34, 37, 41, 47, 48 and 49.  As a result, five traditional items and six high 
achiever items were omitted from Version 1.   
 The feedback from the expert reviewers also suggested modification of the 
format of the concluding questions on the survey.  From an open-ended context, it was 
suggested to modify to close-ended questions.  Suggestions were made to incorporate 
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questions that may identify if discussions about giftedness are occurring by 
professionals and/or family member/friends.  Thus, the previous questions were 
omitted and four questions were generated for Part III of the survey to address these 
topics.  The results of the representation, clarity, and item deletion were analyzed 
along with the feedback provided on the comprehensiveness of the survey and the 
removal or addition of any items.  This revision process resulted in the second version 
of the PPGS that was then used to conduct cognitive interviews with a small sample of 
pre-school parents.  Thirty-nine items were used to conduct interviews. 
 After the initial 50 items were selected for Version 1 of the PPGS, a second 
version was created based on expert reviewer feedback.  Version 2 was used for 
cognitive interviews that guided the development of Version 3 of the PPGS that was 
revised and pilot tested.  Based on the results of the small pilot test, a final version was 
made to create PPGS Version 4 which was tested with a large same of pre-school 
parents.   
Cognitive Interviews  
 Cognitive interviews were conducted for the PPGS Version 2 with four 
parents.  Cognitive interviews were conducted with persons within the population who 
were maximally diverse to identify how items were interpreted and how the response 
scale was used.  Cognitive interviewing “is a psychologically oriented method for 
empirically studying the ways in which individuals mentally process and respond to 
survey questionnaires” (Willis, 2005, p. 3).  The primary purpose of cognitive 
interviews is to determine if the questions asked in the survey are easy to understand 
   66 
and answer (Fowler, 2009).  The major emphasis of the cognitive interview is not 
survey data collection but rather to further evaluate the revised content of the PPGS 
(Willis, 2005).  Four participants were interviewed all of whom were parents with a 
child or children between the ages of 0-5.  The individuals came from various SES and 
cultural backgrounds.  The participants in the cognitive interviews included, a Black 
father, a White father, a White mother and an Asian mother.  Each participant was 
given Version 2 of the PPGS survey items and asked to complete the survey.  While 
completing the survey, they were prompted by the interviewer to answer questions 
about each item.  The respondents answered the following two questions for each 
item: 
 1.  Please summarize what you thought the question was asking, and,  
 2.  Explain why you chose a particular rating over others. 
The questions were framed based on Fowler (2009) who suggests the primary purpose 
of cognitive interviews is to get information about how a respondent comprehends and 
performs the task as the investigator intended.          
 The results of these interviews indicated that two of the four interviewees 
suggested modifications were needed on the household income question.  This 
question was revised on the next version to reflect each range based on the United 
States Census Bureau for 2013 and interpolated into quartiles for Version 3 of the 
survey.  In addition, it was clear from these interviews that the directions for Part II of 
the survey led to confusion about if they were to rate any gifted child or their own 
child.  Again, this led to a change in directions in the next version of the PPGS.  
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Finally, the cognitive interviews also led to changes in several items that were 
confusing to participants.  Item 26, “has large ears” was deleted and replaced with a 
traditional gifted characteristic of “prefers to be alone or with older peers.”  Item 29 
was modified to “has large brain” instead of “large head” and item 40, “easily 
performs math calculations in his/her head” was added to obtain consistency of 
responses.  As a result a third version of the PPGS was developed for use in Pilot 
Study that is described in the next section.                                                                 
Section II:  Pilot Study 
 Version 3 of the PPGS was piloted with 22 parents who had a child or children 
between the ages of 0 and 5.  The 22 subjects represented a varied sample from 
racially diverse, socio-economic and educational backgrounds.  Seventeen were 
females and five were males.  Each parent was provided a hard copy of the survey and 
was asked to mail the completed PPGS Version 3 protocol without signing to ensure 
anonymity.  The parents reported on their education levels as follows:  six had 
obtained a high school diploma, 0 indicated they had an associate degree, 3 indicated 
they had a college degree, 12 indicated they had an advanced degree and one did not 
respond.  In regards to race, three respondents indicated they were black, two 
indicated they were Asian, two indicated they were Hispanic, and 15 reported 
themselves as White.  In regards to household income levels, two respondents 
indicated between $0 - $23,000, 0 respondents recorded between $24,000 - $48,000, 
seven respondents recorded between $49,000 - $89,000, ten reported $90,000 and up, 
and three respondents did not report their household income level. 
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The Pilot Study allowed for additional comments and responses. Respondents 
were asked to respond to both the closed ended questions as well any additional 
comments.  Table 6 presents the free form survey responses provided by pilot study 
participants verbatim.   
Table 6.  Free Form Responses documented in Pilot Study. 
 
Respondent Comment 
P5 “I value the notion of giftedness and the doors it opens but more value my child’s 
ability to challenge themselves & value their learning.” 
P7 “While there might be a few advantage in specific situations – I believe that the 
opportunities afforded the identified gifted child far outweigh potential 
‘disadvantages.’  Just a thought.  I think that there are a handful of children that 
demonstrate gifted aptitude very early in development but because the 
‘identification process’ doesn’t begin until the middle of elementary education 
some of those kids learn to demonstrate a more typical, appropriate rate of 
learning as they pace themselves through early education.   
P8 “As long as a student’s needs are being met, and they are receiving support for 
their needs 
P9 Smart does not mean gifted 
P11 I am torn on this.  On one hand, I want all students to get all support needed to 
succeed and grow as learners.  On the other hand, I do not want my own children 
to have a sense of being “better” than others because of a gifted identification.  I 
feel that having a gifted ID will often offer learning opportunities to students.  I 
had a formally identified 5th grader drop out of high school in 10th grade while 
the gifted ID was not a direct cause, I feel that many teachers in middle/high 
school may have dismissed some of her needs because she was a “smart kid.” 
P14 I would much rather have my child be smart and well rounded than identified as 
gifted.  “Gifted” kids seem to have social issues! 
  
 Overall, it appeared the format of the survey was conducive to gathering the 
information needed for the study.  However, one modification was determined for the 
main study that was to include a section allowing for further elaboration of comments 
not specific to any parts of the survey.  In addition, item number 29 “has a large brain” 
was misleading.  Some respondents had put question marks by the item and it was 
determined by the researcher to modify this physical characteristic to “is tall” to 
eliminate any confusion for the respondents to answer this question. 
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Two main objectives were accomplished as a result of the Pilot Study.  First, 
minimum criteria for reliability was achieved for both the overall item set, as well as 
individual domains, of the PPGS.  Second, a modification was made to a specific 
irrelevant item to minimize confusion for the main study participants. 
Research Questions 1 & 2:  The Construction and Psychometrics of the PPGS 
 Cronbach’s alpha, a widely used measure of reliability (DeVellis, 2003), was 
calculated for the overall item set as well as each domain.  An item analysis was 
performed to assess the contribution of the items to the scale and to identify non-
performing items using a 0.70 item-total correlation estimate as a minimum criterion 
for item retention.  A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.94 was calculated for the entire item set 
and met item retention as acceptable criteria.  Cronbah’s alpha was also calculated for 
each of the original domains and resulted in the following outcomes:  Domain 1 
(traditional) = 0.86, Domain 2 (non-traditional) = 0.84, and Domain 3 (high achiever) 
= 0.88.  All domains or item sets, met minimum criteria for retention.   
 Through the process of selecting items ground in intelligence theory, 
conducting an expert review, cognitive interviews, a pilot study, and achieving sound 
psychometric analysis, the PPGS was successfully developed to assess parent 
perception of giftedness which was then used in the main study.    
Section III:  Main Study  
Participants 
 The sample for the main study was 220 participants.  They were drawn from 
seven pre-school settings in a Denver, Colorado suburb.  Parents were identified as 
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having at least one child ranging in age from 0 to 5 years of age.  The selection of this 
age range was based on the time period a parent has before entering public school 
where later determination of giftedness is left to the school, approximately at third 
grade.  The goal was having parents recognize their child’s needs prior to entering 
school so they can empower their voice in the process of gifted identification of 
racially diverse students.  Seven pre-schools were pre-selected and agreed to 
participate in this study.  These studies were selected based on their demographic data 
including varying degrees of race, parent education levels, socio-economic status and 
geographic locations.   
Main Study Procedure 
 The researcher recruited the main study parents by setting up a “Research 
Study” box at the entrance of each identified pre-school.  Each Director and Assistant 
Director agreed to assist in the process by distributing the survey to his or her parent 
population.  In addition, the researcher attended a conference night to recruit 
respondents for her survey and informed parents that their participation in a ten-
minute survey could help their child’s schools earn free books and other resources 
worth up to $150.  Parents who agreed to complete the survey then placed their 
completed version in the “Research Study” box.  The researcher was available to 
answer questions or provide clarification about any issues or concerns that arose and 
the parents had the option to complete the survey on their own and return the survey 
later in the box placed near the director’s office or the administrative assistant’s desk.  
Parents also were able to pick up a hard copy of the survey from the Director and/or 
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Assistant Directors of the centers.  All surveys were returned anonymously to a box.  
A goal was set to receive at least 15 surveys from each of the following groups: White, 
Black, Hispanic, and Asian and to obtain at least 200 respondents over a two-week 
data collection period. 
Participant Demographics for the Main Study 
 Main study respondents from seven pre-schools in a suburb of the Denver 
Metro area completed surveys.  In an attempt to ensure the respondents completed the 
survey with fidelity and thoughtful reflection, 31 of 251 surveys were deleted from 
analysis by the researcher resulting in 220 used for the main study.  One of the reasons 
surveys were deleted was due to respondents not providing variability in their 
responses.  For example, some respondents circled ratings of fours on all of the forty 
characteristics.  Additional surveys were not used for main study analysis because 
respondents completed the form incorrectly by rating the characteristics based on their 
perception of their own child.  Parents reporting specific details about their own child 
or reporting, “Does not describe my child due to their young age,” indicated the 
respondents were incorrectly completing the form.  Those responses were discarded 
because they did not appropriately answer the question posed by the researcher.  In 
addition, 11 bi-racial respondents were recorded which was not enough to generate an 
adequate sample for statistical analysis.  Therefore, bi-racial responses were not used 
for the main study analysis. Therefore, for the purpose of the main study using both 
ANOVA and chi-square analysis, the researcher used a total of 220 surveys of the 
submitted 251.  Figure 1 provides the distribution of the 220 respondents.   
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Figure 1.  Distribution of Demographic Data of Main Study Respondents.  Note:  
Demographic Distributions for Gender (F: Female, M: Male), Highest Degree 
Completed (HS: High School, CD: College Degree, AD: Advanced Degree), 
Household Income (G1: $0 – $23,000, G2: $24,000 - $48,000, G3: $49,000 - $89,000, 
G4: $90000+), and Racial Identity (BR: Bi-Racial, A: Asian, H: Hispanic, B: Black, 
W: White). 
 
 
 
 Of the responses from the 220 main study respondents analyzed, 171 were 
females and 46 males, with 3 non-responses for gender.  The frequency of advanced 
degree respondents was 85, college degree respondents also numbered 85, and high 
school respondents were 46, with 4 non-responses to this item.  No associate degree 
respondents were recorded.  A majority of respondents surveyed, 98, reported making 
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over $90,000 in total household income; 57 reported making $49,000 - $89,000, 29 
respondents made $24,000 - $48,000, and 31 reported making $0 - $23,000, with 5 
non-respondents to this item.  Racially, 130 White respondents completed the survey, 
50 Black respondents, 23 Hispanic, and 17 reported Asian.  Figure 2 provides an 
analysis of each individual respondent.    
Figure 2.  Distribution of Demographic Data for Each Individual Main Study 
Respondent. 
 
 
 In addition, descriptive data were addressed to meet the three assumptions 
underlying the use of the t-test or ANOVA for independent samples.  This includes 
normality, homogeneity of variance, and independence.  All three assumptions were 
tested.  In addition, means, rank order, and standard deviations of scales were 
compared by race, household income, and parent educational levels.  This helped the 
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researcher identify which characteristics were most associated with giftedness 
addressing research question number one.   
Factor Analysis and ANOVA for Main Study 
 The variables of race, education level, and SES were treated as independent 
variables with the perception of giftedness as perceived by parents of both White and 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds as the dependent variable(s).  
Analysis completed for this study required exploratory factor analysis (EFA), analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) and chi-square analysis or contingency analysis.  Statistical 
analyses were computed using JMP (SAS) software that focuses on exploratory data 
analysis and visualization. It is specifically intended for users to investigate data to 
learn something unexpected, as opposed to confirming a hypothesis. 
 The first phase of analysis required for this study was exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA).  EFA’s primary purpose was to help the researcher determine “how 
many latent variables underlie a set of items” (DeVellis, 103).  Thus, in the case of the 
36 characteristics of giftedness, factor analysis helped the investigator determine how 
many constructs were needed to characterize the item set (DeVellis, 2003).   It serves 
to help the investigator “determine how many latent variables underlie a domain, 
provides a way of explaining variation among relatively many original variables, and 
to define the substantive content or meaning of the factors” (DeVellis, 2009, p 131).  
EFA is used to ascertain the underlying factor structure of the instrument.  This 
process provided insight into the latent constructs underlying response to the items 
(Clemens et al., 2011) and was used to provide analysis for research question 2.   
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 The process of extracting factors from the main study items of the PPGS used 
two non-statistical guidelines for extracting the appropriate amount of factors.  The 
first was the eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the other was the scree test (Cattell, 
1966).  The eigenvalue rule represents the amount of information captured by a factor.  
A factor that achieves an eigenvalue of 1.0 corresponds to 1/k of the total variance 
among a set of items.  Thus, those factors with an eigenvalue less than 1.0 should be 
omitted (Kaiser, 1960).  The scree test, on the other hand, uses eigenvalues’ relative 
value, not their absolute values as a criterion.  When graphed on a scree plot, those 
eigenvalues in the vertical portion of the plot is where the majority of the factors are 
located while the horizontal portion of the scree, should be omitted.  The transition 
that occurs from vertical to horizontal is known as the “elbow” and is used to discard 
the remaining factors (DeVellis, 2003).   
 However, in addition to the above rules, the researcher also used parallel 
analysis to determine the number of factors in the survey.  Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2007) indicate that enough factors should be retained to account for at least 30% of 
the variance.  A parallel analysis using an equivalent random data matrix was 
developed and used to compare the eigenvalues of the actual dataset and a simulated 
dataset.  Factors were retained for analysis if the eigenvalues for the extracted factors 
in the real dataset were larger than the invented dataset.  Furr and Bacharach (2008) 
claim that if the latent variable is true in the real dataset, it should be larger than in the 
invented dataset.  Parallel analysis was run using 36 variables and 240 cases.  The 
eigenvalues for three factors in the real data set were larger than those in the simulated 
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data set.  The following data were generated for three factors:  2.03 was larger than 
1.81, 1.82 was larger than 1.71, and 1.72 was larger than 1.63.  
 Factor loadings and cross-loadings were interpreted using Stevens’ (2002) 
recommendation to suppress items with factor scores lower than 0.40, as anything 
lower does not represent substantive values or correlations.  Factors that emerged as 
clusters or groupings were labeled with appropriate terminology. 
The second phase of analysis included running analyses of variance, or ANOVAs, 
which is an “inferential statistics technique designed to test for a significant 
relationship between two variables in two or more samples” (Frankfort-Nachmias & 
Leon-Guerrero, 2009).  For the purpose of this study, the mean ratings given to each 
characteristic were compared between racial groups, parent education levels, income 
levels, and gender.  This provided descriptive data as to how these variables interacted 
with how parents perceive giftedness.   
 ANOVA was used to generate a p-value that determined if a significant 
difference was noted between the mean averages between respondents by race, 
household income, parent education level, and gender.  A p-value less than .05 was 
considered significant.  In addition, an ordered differences report for each 
demographic was also calculated to determine any significant differences between two 
particular groups.  Eta-squared was used to determine effect size of significant 
relationships.   
 The last phase of analysis required chi-square testing which “is an inferential 
statistical technique designed to test for significant relationships between two 
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variables” (Frankfort-Nachmias & Leon-Guerrero, 2009, p. 360).  It is used to 
examine the association between two categorical or nominal variables.  For the 
purpose of this study, the investigator ran a chi-square analysis, or cross tabulation, to 
determine if a statistical association was evident between respondents’ perceptions on 
the five closed-ended questions in Part III of the PPGS.  This included their perception 
of the following beliefs and experiences: 
1. Is being identified gifted highly valued in your belief system? 
2. Are there advantages for a child to be identified as gifted? 
3. Are there disadvantages for a child to be identified as gifted? 
4. Has a professional (doctor, teacher, religious leader, librarian, etc) ever talked 
to you about giftedness? 
5. Has a friend or family member ever talked to you about giftedness? 
The Pearson chi-square p-value was used to determine significant associations for 
these five questions by demographic.   
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CHAPTER FOUR:  RESULTS 
 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the perception of giftedness in 
parents of racially diverse students.  In addition, it addressed parent education levels 
and socio-economic status with items generated based on three theories and 
conceptual frameworks of giftedness (traditional, non-traditional, and high achievers) 
presented on the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS).  This chapter provides 
the results of the statistical analyses completed using exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) and analysis of variance (ANOVA).  The results are presented in relation to 
each of the four research questions introduced by the primary investigator.  Analysis 
from Part C of the PPGS, assessing beliefs and experiences of pre-school parents, are 
also presented using a contingency analysis, or chi-square analysis.   
The Three Assumptions 
 Every statistical test (i.e., t test and ANOVA) is based on certain assumptions 
(Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, 2009).  The three assumptions underlying the use of the t-
test or ANOVA for independent samples are normality, homogeneity of variance, and 
independence.  The first, normality, assumes that the dependent variable comes from a 
population that is normally distributed.  The assumption was met completely for 
Subscale 2 and for all but one group for Subscale 1.  The second, homogeneity of 
variance, assumes that the variances of the groups must be equal.  For the purpose of 
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this study, the assumption of homogeneity was upheld in all ANOVA analyses.  This 
minimizes the chance of having a Type I error when a researcher may reject the null 
hypothesis when it should not be rejected (Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, 2009).  Third, 
independence, assumes all of the participants within a particular group must be 
independent of each other.  Or, in other words, the score of one participant must not be 
influenced by the score of another participant.  For example, Asian respondents had no 
effect on the selection of any other sample.  ANOVA requires all of the above 
assumptions are met. 
Effect Size 
 Obtaining a statistically significant outcome does not provide the investigator 
with an index for how strong the significance or relationship between the independent 
and dependent variables.  Therefore, an effect size is determined to gain interpretive 
information about the strength of effect.  Effect size is defined as “the strength of the 
relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable or the 
magnitude of the difference between levels of the independent variable with respect to 
the dependent variable” (Gliner, Morgan, & Leech, p. 250-251). 
 Effect size measures can be categorized by families including the r family, the 
d family, and measures of risk potency (Grissom & Kim, 2005; Kraemer et al., 2003).  
For the purpose of this study, the r family effect sizes were used because they are most 
commonly used in survey research when analyzing associational research questions 
(Gliner, Morgan & Leech, 2009).  Effect size (partial eta-squared) for Subscale 2 for 
household income was .097 (moderate to large), Subscale 2 by race was .106 
   80 
(moderate to large), and scale 1 by education was .028 (small).  To summarize, a 
moderate to large strength of association was noted between household income and 
Subscale 2 characteristics and between race and Subscale 2 characteristics.  A small 
strength of association was noted between parent education level and Subscale 1 
characteristics. 
Factor Analysis and Reliability of Items 
 The researcher conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to determine 
the number of factors that underlie the PPGS item responses.  Specifically, it 
examined if the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS) reflected the three 
identified domains (traditional, non-traditional, and high-achiever) and if the 36 
characteristics factored into the three separate domains.  The four irrelevant 
characteristics were omitted for EFA.   
 The process of extracting factors from the main study items of the PPGS used 
two non-statistical guidelines for extracting the appropriate amount of factors.  The 
first was the eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the other is the scree test (Cattell, 
1966).  The eigenvalue rule represents the amount of information captured by a factor.  
A factor that achieves an eigenvalue of 1.0 corresponds to 1/k of the total variance 
among a set of items.  Thus, those factors with an eigenvalue less than 1.0 should be 
omitted (Kaiser, 1960).  The scree test, on the other hand, uses eigenvalues’ relative 
value, not their absolute value as a criterion.  When graphed on a scree plot, those 
eigenvalues in the vertical portion of the plot is where the useful factors are located 
while factors in the horizontal portion of the scree, should be omitted.  The transition 
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that occurs from vertical to horizontal is known as the “elbow” and is used to discard 
the remaining factors (DeVellis, 2003).      
 In the factor analysis, six factors were indicated with an eigenvalue above 1.0; 
however, the scree plot suggests there are two dominant factors.  The scree plot 
interpretation can be very subjective, and in this case, the bend occurs at 3, suggesting 
up to 3 factors may be evident.  Parallel analysis was also used to determine the 
number of factors.  Parallel analysis was run using 240 cases and 36 variables.  Means 
of the eigenvalues of the randomly generated data at the 99th percentile of the 
simulated distribution were compared to the percentile values of the actual data set.  
Parallel analysis supported interpretation of up to 3 factors by the researcher for the 
PPGS.  Figure 3 displays both the eigenvalues and the scree plot generated in the 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) run for the original three factors.   
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Figure 3.  Factor Analysis of Characteristics. 
 
 A varimax rotated factor analysis with an absolute loading value of less than 
0.4 resulted in one cross-loading item.  This item was “learns with ease at school,” 
categorized as a high achiever characteristic, but EFA indicated it could be interpreted 
on two factors.  As a result, this item was omitted.  Items that were included as 
irrelevant characteristics and cross-loaded were omitted in the final data analysis, 
leaving a total of 35 items.  
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Figure 4.  Rotated Factor Loadings on Two Retained Factors. 
 
 Factor analysis solutions with two and three factors were run.  The researcher 
chose to interpret the EFA using two factors, as the three-factor was unclear with 
respect to item grouping by theoretical origin.  Subscales were computed from factors 
by averaging responses to all items designated as reflecting a factor.  In this manner, 
two subscale scores were computed for each respondent.  Factor 1, now referred to as 
Subscale 1, was defined as more traditional intelligence theory as the items were 
mostly based upon cognitive processing traits as defined by Spearman’s general 
intelligence theory.  Eleven of the 19 characteristics on this subscale were identified as 
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general intelligence characteristics based on the initial survey item generation.  The 
other remaining 8 of the 19 characteristics that factored onto Subscale 1 also were 
more traditional cognitive processing traits that could be defined as those internal 
skills critical for learning using attention, memory, logic and reasoning, auditory 
processing, visual processing, and processing speed represented by Spearman’s 
theory.  For example, items identified as “continuously asks questions about how 
things work (logic and reasoning), excels at chess, checkers or other strategy games 
(logic and reasoning & memory), and builds three dimensional construction with ease 
(visual processing skills)” were identified by the respondents as falling more into 
Subscale 1, despite their initial identification into non-traditional and high achiever 
characteristics.  These resulted in 18 characteristics, omitting “learns with ease at 
school,” mostly comprising of characteristics described as more cognitive skills used 
for learning in alignment with Spearman’s traditional intelligence theory.   
 Factor 2, now referred to as Subscale 2, was defined as non-traditional and 
high achiever characteristics.  Fifteen of the 17 items falling into Subscale 2 
incorporated more of the behavioral traits evidenced in Gardner’s multiple intelligence 
theory and Kingore’s conceptual framework of high achievers.  These traits appear to 
be more external and observable.  Appendix G displays Subscale 1 and Subscale 2 
Characteristics used for ANOVA as well as the original domain and item number for 
each descriptor.   
 Analysis of variance was used to identify differences on the two subscales by 
each demographic variable.  The following figures present the one-way ANOVA for 
   85 
Subscale 1 and Subscale 2 by each demographic variable (race, household income, 
and parent education level).  Post hoc t-tests were used in follow-up pairwise 
comparisons with a Bonferroni correction for control of familywise Type I error.   
 In addition to the factor analysis, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to obtain a 
reliability coefficient for the main study with Subscale 1 and Subscale 2.  Both 
subscales achieved a desirable reliability with Subscale 1 = 0.92 and Subscale 2 = 
0.92.  This was even higher than what was achieved in the Pilot Study.  All item sets 
easily exceeded criteria for desirable reliability.   
Figure 5.  Main Study Reliability Coefficients for Subscale 1 and Subscale 2. 
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 Research Question 3a - Differences in Scale Scores by Race 
 No statistically significant main effect was found by race when running 
ANOVA on Subscale 1 scores, as seen in Figure 4, F(3, 216) = 0.62, p = 0.60. 
 Figure 6 provides the p-value calculated for ANOVA of Subscale 1 by race as 
well as the ordered differences between groups.  The figure also provides a box plot 
for each racial group that indicates the quartiles and the median of Subscale 1 scores.  
The circles on the right of the figure represent the uncertainty of the means. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   87 
Figure 6.  ANOVA of Subscale 1 by Race. 
 
 A statistically significant main effect was found for race on Subscale 2 scores.  
There were significant differences between Black and White respondents, Hispanic 
and White respondents and Asian and White respondents, all with p-values less than 
0.0001, as shown in Figure 7.  Overall, White respondents were less likely to endorse 
Subscale 2 characteristics including non-traditional and high-achiever characteristics. 
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Figure 7.  ANOVA of Subscale 2 by Race. 
 
 
Research Question 3b - Difference in Scale Scores by Household Income 
 Household income had no statistically significant main effect on Subscale 1 
scores, F(3, 211) = 1.63, p = 0.018.  Figure 8 provides the statistical p-value of 
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ANOVA as well as the ordered differences report by group as well as the means 
obtained for each household income group. 
Figure 8.  ANOVA of Subscale 1 by Household Income. 
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 In comparison, a statistically significant main effect of household income for 
Factor 2 was found, with differences between G1 and G4, G1 and G2, and G1 and G3, 
p-values all less than 0.001, as shown in Figure 9.  Overall, G1 households endorse 
non-traditional and high achiever characteristics more frequently than all other 
household income levels.   
Figure 9.  ANOVA of Subscale 2 by Household Income. 
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Research Question 3c – Difference in Scale Scores by Parent Education Level 
A statistically significant main effect was found for parent education level on 
Subscale 1 scores.  In particular, using ordered differences reporting, a significant p-
value was reported between advanced degree respondents and high school 
respondents.  Overall, advanced degree respondents tended to perceive Subscale 1 
traits, traditional, as more associated with giftedness than do high school respondents.   
Figure 10.  ANOVA of Subscale 1 by Highest Degree.  Note:  (AD – Advanced 
Degree, CD – College Degree, HS – High School). 
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 A statistically significant main effect of parent education level was found for 
Subscale 2, p = 0.03.  A statistically significant difference was noted between high 
school respondents and college degree respondents.  Overall, high school respondents 
tended to perceive more non-traditional characteristics and high achiever 
characteristics as gifted more so than college degree respondents.   
Figure 11.  ANOVA of Subscale 2 by Highest Degree.  Note:  (AD – Advanced 
Degree, CD – College Degree, HS – High School). 
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Gender Differences 
  T-tests by gender were run to identify gender differences for Subscales 1 and 
2.  For Subscale 1 the difference was not statistically significant, F(1, 215) = 0.23,  p = 
0.63, and for Subscale 2 the difference was not statistically significant, F(1, 215) = 
0.32, p = 0.86.   
Figure 12.  ANOVA of Subscale 1 and Subscale 2 by Gender. 
 
 
 
Research Question 4:  Endorsed Characteristics Identified by Race 
Research question four explored which perceptions of giftedness were most 
endorsed by race.  The researcher computed the means for each characteristic by race 
and then rank ordered the responses.  The investigator also computed the range 
between each of the rankings.  The irrelevant characteristics were added to the PPGS 
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to support validity of the survey and reported as having minimal range between 
responses by race and were ranked at the bottom of all lists between 34-40.  All of 
these orderings are provided in the subsequent tables. 
White respondents reported 8 of their top 10 ranked characteristics in the 
traditional domain.  This included items 3, 7, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, and 27.  Of the top ten 
characteristics endorsed by White respondents, 2 of 10 were non-traditional 
characteristics (items 30 and 33).  White respondents did not identify any high 
achiever characteristics in their top 10 list of perception of giftedness. 
Table 7.  Endorsed Characteristics Response Summary for White Respondents. 
  
 
 Black respondents reported 7 of their top 10 characteristics in the traditional 
domain.  The items endorsed were 3, 7, 13, 14, 23, 25, and 27.  Two of top ten 
characteristics endorsed by Black respondents (items 30 and 33) were identified as 
non-traditional.  Black respondents identified only one high achieving characteristic 
“works hard to achieve” in their top 10 identified list. 
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Table 8.  Endorsed Characteristics Response Summary for Black Respondents. 
  
 
 Hispanics reported 5 of their top 10 characteristics in the traditional domain 
endorsing items 1, 3, 14, 25, and 27.  Five of 10 characteristics endorsed by Hispanic 
respondents (items 4, 15, 16, 30, and 33) were non-traditional.  Hispanic parents also 
did not endorse any high achiever characteristics in their top 10 list of perception of 
giftedness.   
Table 9.  Endorsed Characteristics Response Summary for Hispanic Respondents. 
  
    
 Items 7, 13, 18, 25, and 27 were endorsed by Asian respondents resulting in 5 
of their top 10 items in the traditional domain.  Asian respondents endorsed 4 of 10 
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characteristics (items 6, 8, 15, and 33) as non-traditional characteristics based on 
Gardner’s Multiple Intelligence theory.  They endorsed “learns with ease at school” as 
their only high achiever characteristic in their top 10 list.   
Table 10.  Endorsed Characteristics Response Summary for Asian Respondents. 
  
 
Parent Beliefs and Experiences:  Closed Ended Questions of the PPGS 
 A contingency analysis, or chi-square analysis, was completed for each of the 
closed ended questions that concluded the survey.  The closed ended questions 
addressed if being gifted was highly valued in their belief system, if there were 
advantages and disadvantages for a child to be identified as gifted, and if a 
professional and a family member/friend had ever talked to them about giftedness.  
The following chi-square figures present the frequency of respondents, by 
demographic variable that responded to the closed ended questions with a “yes” or a 
“no.”  In addition, a chi-square analysis using a Pearson chi-square identifies if a 
significant association is evident between endorsed responses by demographic.  Only 
figures demonstrating a significant association are presented.    
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The first question (A), “Is being identified gifted highly valued in your belief 
system?” was analyzed by race.  Asians and Whites both reported 50% yes and 50% 
no.  Black respondents were in favor of being identified 57% to 43%.  Hispanics 
reported 62% valued this identification whereas 38% did not value this identification.  
The association between endorsement of this question and race was not statistically 
significant.  Identifying if there are advantages for a child to be identified as gifted, 
question B, also presented no significant associations with race.   
 Closed ended question (C) examined if there are disadvantages for a child to be 
identified as gifted.  This was analyzed by race and the following percentages were 
obtained:  82% percent of White respondents indicated there are disadvantages to 
being identified as gifted, Asian respondents reported 70%, Hispanics reported 68%, 
and Blacks reported 58%.  The greatest disparity between respondents perceiving 
disadvantages for being identified gifted occurred between White and Black parent 
respondents.  A significant association was found between race and identification of 
disadvantages for a child to be identified as gifted, Pearson χ2 = 9.938, p = 0.04.   
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Figure 13.  Close-Ended Question C:  “Are there Disadvantages for a Child to be 
Identified as Gifted?” by Racial Identity. 
 
 
 Similarly, disadvantages by household income also revealed a statistically 
significant association, Pearson χ2 = 21.94, p < .0001.  Overall, it appears the higher 
household incomes report more disadvantages than the lower income categories.   
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Figure 14.  Close-Ended Question C:  “Are There Disadvantages for a Child to be 
Identified as Gifted?” by Household Income. 
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 Although no significant differences were found for Subscales 1 or 2, a 
significant association was found between gender and belief about the advantages for 
a child to be identified as gifted.  Males reported 98% “Yes” while Females reported 
89% “Yes”, Pearson χ2 = 3.97, p = 0.0463. 
Figure 15.  Close-Ended Question B:  “Are there Advantages for a Child to be 
identified as Gifted?” by Gender. 
 
 
 Another significant association occurred for closed-ended question #4 that 
asked if a professional (doctor, teacher, religious leader, librarian, etc) ever talked to 
you about giftedness.  A statistically significant association was noted between parent 
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education level and this experience, Pearson χ2 = 13.32, p = 0.0013.  Overall, the 
higher the degree, the more likely a conversation was reported having occurred 
between the parent and the professional.   
Figure 16.  Close-Ended Question D:  “Has a Professional ever Talked to you About 
Giftedness?” by Highest Degree.  
 
 
 A statistically significant association was also noted for closed-ended question 
#5 that asks, “Has a friend or family member ever talked to you about giftedness?”, 
with Pearson χ2 = 8.09, p = 0.0443.  Conversation with a friend of family member 
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increases from income levels G2 to G4; however, G1 reports being higher than both 
G2 and G3 levels.   
Figure 17.  Close-Ended Question E:  “Has a Friend or Family Member Ever Talked 
to you About Giftedness?” by Household Income. 
 
 
Overall Summary of Main Study Key Findings 
 This study attempted to determine if a scale can be created to assess parent 
perception of giftedness; to determine if this new scale demonstrates psychometrically 
sound reliability and factor structure; if group differences of parent perception of 
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giftedness are noted by race, soci-economic status, and parent education level; and to 
identify the top 10 endorsed characteristics of giftedness by race.  Statistically 
significant results were found during the analysis of the main study responses on 
understanding and interpreting the perception of giftedness in pre-school parents of 
culturally and linguistically diverse students.  A primary purpose of the study was to 
determine which characteristics of giftedness were perceived by parents of various 
races, parent education levels, and socio-economic status.  Overall, White respondents 
tended to perceive a higher percentage of traditional characteristics when compared to 
their racially diverse counterparts.  White respondents also were less likely to endorse 
Factor 2 characteristics of non-traditional and high achiever traits than their peers of 
other races.  Hispanic respondents, on the other hand, tended to perceive a higher 
number of non-traditional characteristics than any other racial group.   
 Socio-economic status was also examined.  Significant differences were not 
found between levels of household income and the more traditional Subscale 1 
characteristics.  On the other hand, those respondents earning less than $24,000 yearly 
reported perceiving more traits of giftedness on Subscale 2 that contained less 
traditional gifted traits and characteristics. 
Differences in perceptions of giftedness also were found across parents of 
different education levels.  Advanced degree respondents perceived Subscale 1, 
traditional, as more associated with giftedness than high school respondents.  A 
significant main effect was found between high school respondents and college level 
   104 
respondents indicating high school respondents perceived Subscale 2 characteristics as 
more indicative of giftedness.   
Important and significant differences were observed by race, socio-economic 
status and parent education levels in regards to perceptions of giftedness.  The 
development of the PPGS allowed for the researcher to gather relevant data to support 
the need to gain a deeper understanding of the parent experience in identifying and 
programming for CLD gifted learners.  This allows the educational community to take 
a step back and reflect on current practices.  With this newly found information, 
discussion emerges on how we can alter our current practices and give voice to the 
relevant and much needed parent perspective.   
  Results of Part III of the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS), 
assessing parent beliefs and experiences, reveal group differences.  Black and White 
parent respondents indicated the greatest disparity between perceiving disadvantages 
associated with being identified as gifted.  Higher household incomes reported more 
disadvantages for being identified gifted than those of lower household incomes.  In 
addition, the higher the degree reported by the parent respondent, the more likely there 
had been a conversation about giftedness with a professional.  Similarly, household 
income reported G2 ($24,000 - $48,000) to G4 ($90,000 and up) levels significantly 
increased the chance a conversation about giftedness was had with a friend or family 
member.   
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CHAPTER FIVE:  DISCUSSION 
 This chapter presents a summary of the important conclusions drawn from the 
study.  The results in Chapter 4, assessing the four research questions, are tied to 
relevant literature regarding the outcomes that emerged from this dissertation.  
Subsequently, the discussion focuses on the limitations of the study and 
recommendations for further research.  The final section highlights implications for 
action.  
Study Overview  
 The significant influx of various racial backgrounds into the United States is 
changing the landscape of our schools.  Disproportionality of culturally and 
linguistically diverse (CLD) students continues to impact our gifted programs.  
Traditional and narrow definitions of giftedness relying on achievement testing and 
standardized ability continue to be used for primary identification (Olszewski-
Kubilius, 2013).  In order to explore this discrepancy, this researcher asked if group 
differences exist between races in their perception of giftedness. The purpose of this 
study was to explore group differences between race, socio-economic status, and 
education level in regards to gifted perceptions of parents of pre-school children. 
Research on culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) parent perceptions in 
regards to giftedness is rare.  This is important since students from minority 
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populations, particularly Black and Hispanic, are significantly underrepresented in 
gifted programs across our country (Naglieri & Ford, 2003).  
 One reason forwarded for this underrepresentation by Frasier and Callahan 
(1994, 2005) is that schools continually adopt a narrow definition of giftedness that 
focuses only on intelligence and achievement tests (Frasier & Callahan, 1994, 2005; 
Baldwin, 2005).  Parents’ voices are also mostly absent from the identification process 
during student placement into gifted programming. This is even more apparent in 
communities where racially diverse families are impacted by variables of low socio-
economic status and low levels of education.  Thus, gifted students from these 
backgrounds may have a lower chance of receiving the type of rigorous and 
challenging curriculum offered by gifted and talented programming.   
 Empowering parents can only be accomplished if parents begin to recognize 
gifted characteristics in their children.  Research is needed to understand if there is a 
difference in how parents recognize gifted traits.  Parental factors such as socio-
economic status, parent education levels, and cultural background affect such 
perceptions.  Unfortunately, few studies have attempted to understand parents’ 
perception of giftedness across various cultures and minority groups within the United 
States.  A new survey was developed in this study, the Parent Perception of Giftedness 
Scale (PPGS).  The PPGS was grounded in Spearman and Gardner’s theory of 
intelligence presenting both traditional and non-traditional characteristics of 
giftedness, and in addition, incorporated the conceptual framework  of high-achiever 
characteristics (Kingore, 2004).  The PPGS was further designed to determine if these 
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three different views might be distinguished across parents from various cultural and 
social backgrounds.  The research questions associated with this study were identified 
which characteristics of giftedness were endorsed by pre-school parents in order to 
determine if differences emerged by race, parent education level and socio-economic 
status.  The following research questions were specifically addressed: 
RQ1: Can a scale be developed to assess culturally and linguistically diverse parent 
perception of giftedness? 
RQ2: Does the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS) demonstrate adequate 
psychometric properties for reliability and factor structure? 
RQ3: Are there group differences by race, socio-economic status and parent 
education level using the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale? 
RQ3A: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between White pre-school parents versus pre-school parents of the 
culturally and linguistically diverse (Black, Asian and Hispanic)? 
RQ3B: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between low socio-economic status pre-school parents versus high 
socio-economic status pre-school parents? 
RQ3C: Is there a significant difference in the perception of giftedness 
between pre-school parents of varying educational levels? 
RQ4: What are the top ten endorsed characteristics of giftedness as perceived by pre-
school parents of White and culturally and linguistically diverse students using 
the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale? 
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Important and significant differences were observed by race, socio-economic 
status, and parent education levels regarding perceptions of giftedness.  The 
development of the PPGS allowed the researcher to gather relevant data to support the 
need to gain a deeper understanding of the parent experience in identifying and 
programming for culturally and linguistically diverse gifted learners.  This allows the 
educational community to take a step back and reflect on current practices.  With this 
newfound information, discussion emerges on how we can alter our current practices 
and give voice to the relevant and much needed parent perspective. 
Implications of a New Parent Survey of Giftedness     
A meta-analysis conducted by Jolly and Matthews (2012) of over 53 sources 
published on parenting gifted learners indicated the need for more research to 
understand parents’ perceptions about giftedness.  In particular, these researchers 
suggest that attitudes, values and expectations of minority, low-income and non-
traditional families should be examined.  They document the first studies of parents of 
the gifted as early as 1869 (Galton, 1869), but indicate that after 150 years, little 
progress has been made to continue this effort.  Coupled with the push of No Child 
Left Behind, the past decade has witnessed the focus of public schools on low 
achieving students.  As a result, high achieving and gifted students have been ignored 
(Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 2008). 
The historical literature on parents of gifted learners clearly presents a void in 
understanding the perception of parents.  In particular, understanding the perception of 
giftedness from parents of culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds is sparse. 
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Currently, schools rely on measures such as the Kingore Observation Inventory - KOI 
(Kingore, 1990) or the Renzulli Checklists to gain the parent perspective.  The 
checklists, however, present a majority of traditional characteristics that fail to capture 
the comprehensive characteristics of the non-traditional domains that may be 
perceived by families from CLD backgrounds.  For example, areas of motivation and 
leadership may be addressed, but elements pertaining to musical, intra/interpersonal 
intelligence or bodily/kinesthetic intelligence are absent.  The need for a valid new 
scale to measure CLD parent perception was needed.  This was accomplished by first 
generating an item pool with both traditional and non-traditional items.  Next, experts 
in the field reviewed these items to determine if the items intended to measure the 
various domains of giftedness.  Finally, a study was developed to assess the items 
properties of the new scale and its reliable and valid use with cognitive interviews and 
to assess perceptions of giftedness in parents of culturally and linguistically diverse 
backgrounds. 
The successful development of the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale 
(PPGS) allows researchers to begin to understand where discrepancies exist between 
CLD parent values and mainstream school values in relation to giftedness.  Creating a 
measure incorporating both MI theory (Gardner, 1983) and Spearmen’s general 
intelligence theory (Lubinski, 2004) is important to capture a wide range of 
perspectives.  Current available measures primarily include very traditional items 
based on Spearman’s fixed ideas of intelligence that is currently how schools perceive 
giftedness.  Incorporating items that represent Gardner’s and other less traditional 
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theories ensure that a broader definition is assessed.  Such variation is critical when 
assessing and identifying students as gifted from cultural and social backgrounds.  The 
PPGS is designed to give an active voice to a marginalized population of students and 
parents.  Developing more representative screening measures is viewed as a first step 
in successfully minimizing the disproportionality that exists in gifted programs across 
the country. 
Findings from the Main Study 
Once a measure of traditional and non-traditional perceptions was developed 
and administered, the main study was analyzed using data from 220 respondents.  The 
researcher pre-selected seven pre-schools to participate in the study and gained 
appropriate consent from each school (Appendix I).  These schools were selected 
based on their varying degrees of race, parent education levels, socio-economic status, 
and geographic locations.  A minimum of 200 surveys was targeted for data collection 
over a two-week period.  Chi-square analysis and ANOVA were used to conduct main 
study statistical analyses.   
Group Differences Observed by Race 
 Findings from this study reveal that differences emerge in the way culturally 
and linguistically diverse parents perceive giftedness.  Giftedness in schools is 
typically viewed through a traditional lens, relying heavily on IQ scores and 
achievement tests.  Subscale 1 characteristics that tap into such traditional perceptions 
were most endorsed by White parents.  Hispanic parents tended to endorse more traits 
associated with non-traditional characteristics than any other racial group.  This 
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finding reveals that Spearman’s traditional intelligence theory, which is supported in 
many identification practices found in schools, contradicts how some Hispanic parents 
perceives giftedness. 
When an inspection was made of the top ten characteristics selected by 
Hispanic parents in the study, five of their top ten selections were non-traditional 
characteristics.  These characteristics included a child having a having a keen sense of 
empathy, a sense of independence and strong will, becoming fascinated with one 
particular thing from nature and wanting to learn about it thoroughly, asking questions 
about how things work, and enjoying taking things apart and then trying to figure out 
how to put them back together.  These selections made by Hispanic parents suggest 
they may value traits of inter/intrapersonal intelligence, spatial intelligence and 
naturalistic intelligence that are often overlooked as traits of giftedness in the schools. 
This discrepancy of perception can make it difficult for parents’ voice to be heard 
during identifications processes.  Thus, fewer students of Hispanic backgrounds may 
be identified as gifted leading to significantly fewer numbers of Hispanic students in 
gifted programs. 
These finding suggest that perceptions of giftedness may be effecting parental 
nominations by racial group.  Black and Hispanic parents had different expectations in 
comparison to White parents of pre-schoolers.  This may account for the lower parent 
referral rates to gifted programs in comparison with White, Asian, and Native 
American parents (McBee, 2006, 2010).  Such differences between parental 
perceptions by race can also play an important factor in the disproportionality that 
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exists in gifted classrooms suppressing parent-initiated referrals of marginalized 
groups. 
Group Differences Observed by Socio-Economic Status 
 Environmental factors, such as socio-economic status, have continually been 
documented in research to influence intelligence and academic achievement 
(Steinmayr, Dinger & Spinath, 2010).  Research also supports that parental referral 
rates for gifted programming are higher among White parents and among middle and 
high socioeconomic status (SES) groups (McBee, 2006, 2010; Scott, Perou, Urbano, 
Hogan, & Gold, 1992). The role of household income on parent perception of 
giftedness was also examined.  Statistically significant differences were found 
between the characteristics of different household income groups. Those parent 
respondents who reported making less than $24,000 annually identified more gifted 
characteristics associated with Subscale 2, which included non-traditional perceptions. 
Vast literature exists that supports the fact that students from average to high SES 
backgrounds are twice as likely to be identified as gifted than those from low SES 
families (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Dahl & Lochner, 2008; VanTassel-Baska, 
2010).  Lower SES families were more likely to select non-traditional characteristics 
than those associated with traditional school identification characteristics of 
giftedness.  
Parental experiences within the community and family members also appear to 
be impacted by household income.  Reports of conversations with friends or family 
members about giftedness were significantly greater in respondents reporting 
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household income between $24,000 - $48,000 and $90,000 and above versus other 
income levels.  These significant findings support the literature that indicates income 
level is related to a students’ academic performance (Strenze, 2007) and income may 
also impact whether a child from an economically disadvantaged family is likely to get 
access to gifted education services (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Dahl & Lochner, 
2008).  This deviation again may lead to a lower level of referral by teachers and 
parents from such families.   
Indeed, the results of this study suggest that parents of students from lower 
SES backgrounds may not identify giftedness in the ways that schools do.  The 
National Association for Gifted Children indicates when economically disadvantaged 
students in gifted programs are likely to drop further and further behind (Wyner, 
Bridgeland, & Diiulio, 2007).  Nearly half (44 percent) of low income students who 
were classified as high-ability students when they entered first grade are typically not 
classified as such by the time they reach fifth grade (Wyner, Bridgeland, & Diiulio, 
2007).  This marginalized group of students also tends to drop out of school twice as 
often as high achieving students from higher income families, and are less likely to 
graduate from college or earn a graduate degree (Wyner, Bridegland, & Diiulio, 
2007). 
Group Differences Observed by Parent Education Levels 
 This study conducted another set of analyses to assess differences in 
perceptions of giftedness in parents from different education levels.  Again, reported 
parent education level in respondents was found to significantly effect perceptions of 
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giftedness.  Respondents who had an advanced degree perceived Subscale 1 
characteristics (i.e., traditional items) as more evident of giftedness than Subscale 2 
(i.e., non-traditional items).  A significant main effect was also found between high 
school respondents and college level respondents on Subscale 2 items.  High school 
respondents endorsed more Subscale 2 characteristics evident of giftedness than 
college level respondents.   
These findings support the literature indicating that parents’ education is an 
integral component related to parental advocacy that may promote the academic 
success of children (Bourdieu, 1986).  Parents who obtain a college degree appear to 
have perceptions more aligned with how public schools identify children for gifted 
programming.  This again relates to findings that demonstrate there are fewer students 
in gifted classes from lower SES groups.  Higher education levels may encourage 
parents to look for characteristics in their children that are more closely associated 
with school related ideas of scholastic success (Steinmayr, Dinger, & Spinath, 2010). 
The higher the degree reported by the parent, the more often they reported having 
conversations with other professionals about their child’s performance.   
Top Ten Endorsed Characteristics of Giftedness by Race 
 This study clearly presents group differences by race, socio-economic status 
and parent education level based on how parents responded to rating the overall survey 
items.  However, further examination of these differences were addressed by rank 
ordering how parents selected the top ten items they identified with giftedness from 
this scale.  This was done to further examine perceptual differences of gifted 
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characteristics across culturally and linguistically diverse parents.  This analysis 
allowed the researcher to further identify discrepant views that could help address the 
disproportionality evidenced in gifted programs.   
Identifying the top ten characteristics on the PPGS selected by parents also 
helped elaborate on Salows’ (2001) research on how understanding parent perceptions 
of giftedness is influenced by their cultural upbringing and experiences.  Her research 
with four in-depth case studies of parents with gifted students introduces how a parent 
perceives giftedness.  She presents five categories of influence that include the 
parents’ value system, their role as parents, their involvement with the school system, 
their family origin and their understanding of giftedness.  These categories largely 
contribute to parent perceptions of giftedness (Salow, 2001).  Salow’s five categories 
influence parental perceptions of giftedness emerging discrepant from the traditional 
definition that is clearly supported by this study.   
As expected, White parent respondents endorsed more traditional 
characteristics of subscale 1 than any other parent group.  This may explain why more 
White students are identified into gifted programming.  Parents from the majority 
cultural group in the U.S. share more traditional perspectives of giftedness and these 
perspectives are typically those also endorsed by schools. This finding supports the 
large body of research indicating that Black and other minority students are 
consistently under-represented in gifted programs and are less likely to achieve their 
potential in school. For example, while Black students comprise 16% of the school 
population, they comprise only 8% of gifted programs nationally (Ford, 2009).  
   116 
Aside from the differences noted between the top ten endorsed characteristics 
by each racial group, commonalities were also noted.  All four races endorsed the 
following characteristics in their top ten:  “advanced ability to conceptualize and 
synthesize”, “enjoys taking things apart and then trying to figure out how to put them 
back together” and  “continuously asks questions about how things work.”  The latter 
two of these characteristics are identified as non-traditional, and the prior is noted as a 
traditional characteristic.  By raising awareness of these similarities, educators can 
gain insight into specific examples and behaviors to observe when assessing and 
identifying students from CLD backgrounds.   
Limitations of the Study & Future Recommendations 
 In this section, seven limitations will be discussed that may have had an impact 
on the results and conclusions that can be drawn from this study.  The first three 
limitations examine the characteristics of the sample of parents who responded in the 
main study.  The last four limitations focus on issues concerning the survey instrument 
developed for the study. 
One of the most salient limitations of this dissertation is the limited sample of 
respondents.  Significant results issued from larger studies usually are given more 
credit than those from smaller studies.  This is because of the risk of reporting 
exaggerating treatment effects with studies with smaller samples or of lower quality.  
Smaller studies are believed to be more biased than others (Moher, Pham, Jones, 
Cook, Jadad, Moher, Tugwell, & Klassen, 1998; Schulz, Chalmers, Hayes & Altman, 
1998).  However, there is no statistical reason a significant result in a study including 
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2000 respondents should be given more belief than a study including 200 respondents, 
given the significance level chosen is the same in both trials.  Nonetheless, the 
advantages of a large sample size to interpret significant results allows a more precise 
estimate of the outcome and is usually easier to assess the representativeness of the 
sample and to generalize the results.  The number of respondents determined for this 
study was based on factor analysis using five respondents for each item of the scale.  
In the case of the PPGS, 40 items were used and, thus, a minimum of 200 respondents 
was needed to complete the study.   
Second, although enough respondents participated in the study to run statistical 
analysis, a greater number of respondents from various communities across the 
country would provide insightful data.  In this study all respondents came from 
Western urban and suburban communities.  Comparisons of parents from rural 
communities, from East coast communities or Midwest communities in the future are 
needed to replicate these findings.  The restricted limits of study geographic location 
may have limited the generalizability of these findings.    
 All parents who participated in the study were assumed to be literate in the 
English language was a third sample limitation.  By default, this eliminated parents 
who were refugees or immigrants and did not have good communication of English.  
Although many parents were bilingual, a lack of resources did not allow the researcher 
to provide a translated version of the PPGS in other languages.  Gaining the 
perspective of these parents would significantly contribute to the literature helping 
identify what values they perceive to be associated with giftedness.  In future studies, 
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translated versions of the PPGS must be developed to assess non-English speakers to 
further address the research questions posed in this study. 
  Overall, future research is needed with a larger sample of pre-school parents 
possibly pre-selected based on US Census data concerning region, income, parent 
education levels and racial background.  Surveying a more diverse sample clearly 
would serve to further enhance the findings from this study. 
Limitations also arose based on three specific instrumentation challenges.  A 
new survey called the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale (PPGS) was done with a 
specific purpose in mind and was designed to access a large sample at a low cost and 
in a short timeframe. Consequently, one limitation was that the content and format of 
the scale might not have been conducive to gathering a more comprehensive analysis 
of parent perception of giftedness.  The format of the responses as a Likert scale may 
have limited alternative expressions of the respondents’ impressions of giftedness.  
Although one open-ended response section was provided, only 6% and 9% of Black 
and Hispanic families completed it, respectively.  On the other hand, White and Asian 
families completed this item 15% and 29%, respectively.  All comments are displayed 
in Appendix J.  Thus, other formats may be needed such as follow up interviews or 
focus groups to allow respondents to truly voice their opinions.  Future research 
should incorporate a qualitative component with a survey format to further understand 
perceptions of marginalized parent populations and to gather insight from non-English 
parent speakers.   
   119 
 A second instrumental limitation of the PPGS scale was that it involved the use 
of only two factors.  The items associated with these two factors may not have 
encompassed all the characteristics relevant to a particular group when examining 
perceptions of giftedness.  The items on this new survey should be further expanded 
and re-analyzed in the future.  This may lead to alternative factor structures as well.  
The reliability and validity of the scale may also be enhanced by an instrument that 
captures a wider net of gifted characteristics that might represent alternative 
perceptions. 
 Differences between the various demographic groups in predicting outcomes 
was not calculated to determine if any of these characteristics (i.e., race, parent 
education level, SES) have more value in predicting differences in endorsed gifted 
characteristics (i.e., traditional, non-traditional, high achievers).  In the future, a larger 
sample with a more varied item pool may be needed to further investigate how race, 
SES, and educational level influences endorsements of specific characteristics of 
giftedness.  This would allow researchers the opportunity to gain an understanding of 
additional non-traditional or alternative characteristics of giftedness, beyond those 
presented in the PPGS, are perceived by various parent groups.   
 Lastly, the current format of the PPGS does not truly differentiate between 
linguistically and racially diverse families.  There was no information collected by the 
researcher that allowed for thorough data analysis between if another language is 
spoken in the home and a parents’ perception of giftedness.   Future researchers would 
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need to access information on what languages, if any, are spoken in the home besides 
English.   
Implications for Action 
 Clearly the literature review and results from the present study suggest that 
significant change needs to occur in the process of referring and identifying students 
into gifted programming.  Three important changes are forwarded regarding how 
students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds are identified in the 
future.   
First, there is a strong need to include the parent perspectives as an integral 
component of any gifted and talented identification process.  This may be as simple as 
conducting screening surveys such as the PPGS, parent interview or home visit to 
observe the child in his natural setting.  These approaches would more accurately 
capture perceptions of the parent based on their understanding of their child’s 
intelligence.  Such comprehensive identification processes are needed to ensure that 
culturally and linguistically diverse students are referred and placed into gifted and 
talented programs. 
Researchers, including Delpit (2006), indicate that culture should be a 
“consideration” rather than a “hindrance” when planning and selecting for CLD 
students for gifted programming.  Grantham et al. (2005) discuss relevant 
contributions that parents of minority gifted students can make to help eliminate the 
alarming disparities and underrepresentation that exists in gifted programs.  Making 
sure parents understand and share their ideas of the attributes of giftedness will help 
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overcome identification barriers.  Parents from minority cultures also must develop a 
greater understanding of non-traditional definitions of intelligence that strongly impact 
assessment and identification practices in our schools.  These steps may help 
overcome some of the systemic issues that influence under-identification of minority 
children in gifted education programs.   
Parent involvement and collaboration during identification will increase 
consistency of academic and social expectations between home and school, and 
prevent the minority gifted student from being overlooked.  This is because parents 
possess additional information about their child's intellectual abilities that may not be 
recognized in the regular classroom setting.  Such input can be a powerful component 
in identifying highly able learners to receive gifted education services and is especially  
critical when identifying gifted learners who may be Black, Hispanic, or English 
language learners.  Lee and Olszewski-Kubilius (2006) noted, "parent nomination can 
be very useful in the identification of gifted students because parents are most 
knowledgeable about the strengths and weaknesses of their children . . . [they can] 
provide different views of giftedness from teachers" (p. 164).  Relying solely on 
teacher referral often times leads to a referral of students who are cooperative, answer 
questions correctly, and exhibit behaviors consistent with mainstream middle class 
culture (Ford, 1996).  Teachers may not fully understand the racially diverse student 
and be unable to sufficiently identify giftedness (Shaynessy, McHatton, Hughes, 
Bricer & Ratcliff, 2007).  Salow (2001) noted, "how parents raise their gifted children 
has a lot to do with how they perceive them" (p. 15).  Parental perceptions have 
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increasingly been viewed as useful additions to the perceptions of classroom teachers  
in the identification of diverse gifted learners (McBee, 2006, 2010).  This position has 
recently been reflected in national standards (e.g., Matthews & Shaunessy, 2010). 
Perception of biases in teacher nominations also supports the use of parents as sources 
of additional information about their children (McBee, 2006). 
A second recommendation for change in current practices is the need to 
incorporate multiple criteria to identify students into gifted programs using an 
expanded definition of giftedness.  Relying solely on achievement and intelligence 
tests will not move us forward in eliminating this crisis in gifted education.  These 
archaic methods continually support the traditional definition of giftedness which fail 
to identify students from racially and linguistically diverse backgrounds.  Strategies 
that need to be implemented to assess CLD students have been recommended by 
Castellano (1998) and include, ethnographic assessment procedures (i.e., observing a 
student in multiple contexts over time), dynamic assessment (i.e., giving a student an 
opportunity to transfer newly acquired skills to novel situations), as well as portfolio 
assessment, teacher observation, behavioral checklists, parent interviews, samples of 
creativity and achievement at home or at school.  Researchers also suggest that other 
input be collected from the cultural group with which the student identifies in the local 
community (Castellano, 1994; Garcia, 1994; Bernal & Reyna, 1974).  Performance-
based assessments such as those employed in Project DISCOVER or Synergy take 
into account such environmental and socio-cultural factors.  These programs rely on 
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supplemental procedures to increase the identification of minority and low-income 
students (Olszewksi-Kubilius & Thompson, 2013). 
A third recommendation for the future is the need to adopt an array of 
alternative assessment procedures to increase the number of CLD gifted students.  A 
variety of approaches and criteria are needed to identify gifted students (Frazier, 1989; 
Cohen, 1988 and Amodeo & Flores, 1981).  Suggestions for such alternative criteria 
and practices include, but are not limited to observations of members from the same 
cultural group as the child’s regarding giftedness, teacher and parent observations of 
students solving problems in real-life situations, teacher and parent interviews and 
observations of student’s ability to learn language and other cultural skills, and 
checklists of giftedness developed with community and parental input.  These 
alternative practices provide more relevant data to properly identify CLD gifted 
students. 
Bermudez and Rakow (1993) conducted a nation wide study by asking specific 
questions to examine alternative assessment practices to identify CLD students.  The 
researchers chose a sample of GT coordinators and found that 70% of the GT 
coordinators across the country indicated no community input and only 18% indicated 
means to identify gifted CLD students.  More recently, Olszewski-Kubilius & 
Thompson (2013) emphasized the use of non-verbal tests and parent input to identify 
students from various racial and social backgrounds.  Incorporating the use of 
alternative assessment procedures including observations, parent interviews and 
   124 
community input, helps eliminate the disproportionality of students that plagues our 
gifted programs. 
Conclusions 
This study is a first step in understanding parent perceptions of giftedness 
across families of culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.  These results 
bring awareness to the perception of differences defining giftedness that exist between 
parents by race.  Much more work is needed to encourage ongoing dialogues between 
parents and schoolteachers in order to enhance and better serve the needs of gifted 
CLD students and their families.  Further research is needed to identify similarities 
and differences in the insights CLD parents have of giftedness.  Focus groups and in-
depth interviews with pre-school parents from different cultural and socio-economic 
groups will help in understanding the qualitative values and traits they associate with 
giftedness.  Examining demographic and cultural differences in perceptions of 
giftedness in parents of pre-school children would further provide insight into what 
changes are needed in our current identification process.  Such work will ensure that 
parents of diverse cultural and socio-economic backgrounds have a greater voice in 
the future that may help increase the numbers of CLD students who enter our gifted 
programs.  Such insight will also encourage school systems to recognize that 
intelligence is viewed across multiple dimensions. Increasing the representation of 
culturally and linguistically diverse students in gifted education programs also will 
lead to a more productive society where all individuals can identify and capitalize on 
their unique strengths.  This is closely aligned with a quote by Margaret Mead who 
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said, “If we are to achieve a richer culture, rich in contrasting values, we must 
recognize the whole gamut of human potentialities, and so weave a less arbitrary 
social fabric, one in which each diverse human gift will find a fitting place” (Mead 
1935, p. 332).   
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A: 
Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale 
(Survey 1:  EXPERT REVIEW) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Respondent Demographics 
 
Sex:  Male    Female 
 
Highest grade completed:  High School  Associate Degree  College Degree  Advanced 
Degree  
 
Income:  Under $25,000    $26,000-$50,000    $51,000-$75,000    Over $76,000 
 
Do you qualify for the Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP)?    Yes    No 
 
Racial Identity:  White    African-American    Hispanic    Asian     
Other-Please Specify___________________ 
 
Please rate the following descriptors from 1-4 as whether or not they would 
characterize a gifted child.  The following scale applies: 
 
1 “not evident” 
2 “slightly evident” 
3 “somewhat evident” 
4 “clearly evident” 
 
A rating of one would indicate the characteristic does not describe a gifted child and a 
rating of four would indicate this characteristic clearly defines a gifted child.  
 
Rating Scale 
Item Characteristic 
Not 
Evident 
Slightly 
Evident 
Some-
what 
Evident 
Clearly 
Evident 
   140 
1 Advanced vocabulary 1 2 3 4 
2 Works hard to achieve 1 2 3 4 
3 Learns to play new sports easily and quickly 1 2 3 4 
4 IQ above 130 1 2 3 4 
5 Completes assignments on time 1 2 3 4 
6 Tells you when music sounds off-key 1 2 3 4 
7 Has good reasoning ability 1 2 3 4 
8 Is attentive to class lectures 1 2 3 4 
9 Has a good sense of empathy or concern for others 1 2 3 4 
10 Displays curiosity about many things 1 2 3 4 
11 Follows directions 1 2 3 4 
12 
Displays a sense of 
independence or strong will 
 
1 2 3 4 
13 Begins reading at an early age 1 2 3 4 
14 Gets along well with same age peers 1 2 3 4 
15 
Becomes fascinated with one 
particular thing from nature 
and want to learn about it 
thoroughly 
1 2 3 4 
16 Has a highly developed sense of humor 1 2 3 4 
17 Gets A’s 1 2 3 4 
   141 
18 Asks a lot of questions about how things work 1 2 3 4 
19 Acquires numeric concepts easily 1 2 3 4 
20 
Is able to participate in 
classroom activities without 
redirection  
1 2 3 4 
21 
Likes to take things apart 
and then try to figure out 
how to put them back 
together 
1 2 3 4 
22 Has the power to conceptualize and synthesize 1 2 3 4 
23 Is alert and observant 1 2 3 4 
24 
Runs, swims, and exercises 
without 
getting tired 
1 2 3 4 
25 
Has the ability to elaborate 
by using longer sentences 
and complete thoughts 
1 2 3 4 
26 Is receptive to others’ ideas 1 2 3 4 
27 Remembers the melodies of songs 1 2 3 4 
28 
Demonstrates the ability to 
concentrate deeply for 
prolonged periods 
 
1 2 3 4 
29 Enjoys school often 1 2 3 4 
30 Excels at chess, checkers, or other strategy games 1 2 3 4 
31 Has large ears 1 2 3 4 
32 Eager to please teacher 1 2 3 4 
33 Enjoys collecting items from nature 1 2 3 4 
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34 Is curious 1 2 3 4 
35 Has a large head 1 2 3 4 
36 Accurately is able to express how s/he is feeling 1 2 3 4 
37 Is selectively mentally engaged 1 2 3 4 
38 Is pleased with own learning at school 1 2 3 4 
39 
Learns to play a musical 
instrument easily and 
quickly 
1 2 3 4 
40 Prefers to eat more healthy foods 1 2 3 4 
41 Is accurate and complete 1 2 3 4 
42 Builds three-dimensional constructions with ease 1 2 3 4 
43 Poses unforeseen questions 1 2 3 4 
44 Learns with ease at school 1 2 3 4 
45 Prefers neatness 1 2 3 4 
46 Generates complex ideas 1 2 3 4 
47 Raises hand to respond to teacher questions 1 2 3 4 
48 Easily performs math calculations in his/her head 1 2 3 4 
49 Is beyond the group 1 2 3 4 
50 
Has traveled to multiple 
countries outside the United 
States 
1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX B: 
Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale 
(Survey 2:  COGNITIVE INTERVIEW) 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Part I:  Respondent Demographics 
 
Sex:  Male    Female 
 
Highest grade completed:  High School    Associate Degree    College Degree    Advanced Degree  
 
Salary:  Under $25,000    $26,000-$50,000    $51,000-$75,000    Over $76,000 
 
Racial Identity:  White    African-American    Hispanic    Asian    Other-Please 
Specify___________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Part II:  Please rate the following descriptors from 1-4 as whether or not they would 
characterize a gifted child age 0-5.  The following scale applies: 
 
1 “not evident” 
2 “slightly evident” 
3 “somewhat evident” 
4 “clearly evident”  
 
Item 
Num
ber 
Characteristic Rating Scale 
1 Advanced vocabulary compared to same age peers 1 2 3 4 
2 Works hard to achieve 1 2 3 4 
3 Learns to play new sports easily and quickly  1 2 3 4 
4 High IQ 1 2 3 4 
5 Completes assignments on time 1 2 3 4 
6 Can identify when music sounds off-key or out of tune 1 2 3 4 
7 Has good reasoning ability 1 2 3 4 
8 Demonstrates a keen sense of empathy or concern for others 1 2 3 4 
9 Displays a sense of independence or strong will 1 2 3 4 
10 Begins or began reading at an early age 1 2 3 4 
11 Gets along well with same age peers 1 2 3 4 
12 Becomes fascinated with one particular thing from nature and wants to learn about it 1 2 3 4 
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thoroughly 
13 Has a highly developed sense of humor 1 2 3 4 
14 Gets A’s in school 1 2 3 4 
15 Continuously asks questions about how things work 1 2 3 4 
16 Learns numeric concepts easily 1 2 3 4 
17 Enjoys taking things apart and then trying to figure out how to put them back together 1 2 3 4 
18 Advanced ability to conceptualize and synthesize 1 2 3 4 
19 Runs, swims, and exercises without getting tired 1 2 3 4 
20 Demonstrates the ability to elaborate by using longer sentences and complete thoughts 1 2 3 4 
21 Is receptive to others’ ideas 1 2 3 4 
22 Remembers the melodies of songs 1 2 3 4 
23 Demonstrates the ability to concentrate deeply for prolonged periods 1 2 3 4 
24 Enjoys school often 1 2 3 4 
25 Excels at chess, checkers, or other strategy games 1 2 3 4 
26 Has large ears 1 2 3 4 
27 Eager to please teacher 1 2 3 4 
28 Enjoys collecting items from nature 1 2 3 4 
29 Has a large head 1 2 3 4 
30 Accurately expresses how s/he is feeling 1 2 3 4 
31 Is pleased with own learning at school 1 2 3 4 
32 Learns to play a musical instrument easily and quickly 1 2 3 4 
33 Prefers to eat healthy foods 1 2 3 4 
34 Builds three dimensional constructions with ease 1 2 3 4 
35 Poses difficult questions 1 2 3 4 
36 Learns with ease at school 1 2 3 4 
37 Prefers neatness 1 2 3 4 
38 Generates complex ideas 1 2 3 4 
39 Has traveled to multiple countries 1 2 3 4 
 
Part III:   
 
1 Is it important for a child to be identified as gifted?               Yes No 
2 Are there advantages for a child to be identified as gifted?        Yes No 
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3 Are there disadvantages for a child to be identified as gifted?     Yes No 
4 Has a professional (doctor, teacher, religious leader, librarian) ever talked to you about giftedness? Yes No 
5 
Has a friend or family member ever talked to you 
about giftedness? 
 
Yes No 
 
 
Please feel free to elaborate on the above questions in the space below.  Any 
comments would be greatly appreciated.   
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APPENDIX C: 
Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale 
(Survey 3:  PILOT STUDY) 
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APPENDIX D: 
Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale 
(Survey 4: MAIN STUDY) 
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APPENDIX E: 
Cognitive Interview Response  
(Respondent #1) 
 
 What is the question asking? Why did you choose this rating? 
1 Advanced vocabulary compared to same age peers 
The words used to communicate are 
more advanced than his/her peers 
2 Works hard to achieve The child is aware of when they are achieving 
3 Can pick up new skills quickly Not necessarily gifted, maybe just good at that specific sport 
4 A tested high IQ Indicates giftedness 
5 Being punctual  I think kids can be gifted and not be “on time” 
6 Has a keen ear for music I have heard that keen musical aptitude is a sign of giftedness  
7 Logical and thoughtful  
Kids who can think about 
consequences and several steps 
ahead at such a young age are 
probably gifted at some level 
8 Cares about how others feel  
Again, at such a young age to be 
concerned for others seems to be 
advanced  
9 Very independent and stubborn 
Not always a sign of giftedness, but 
I can see how many gifted children 
would encompass this characteristic 
10 Reads at an early age 
Reading levels have always been 
associated with intelligence, again 
maybe not a sole indicator of 
giftedness but a solid starting point 
11 Plays together with others 
I tend to see gifted kids as observers 
and maybe not always the best at 
team work 
12 
Develops a high interest in a specific 
subject and wants to continue 
investigating on their own 
I believe this shows a high level of 
intelligence as many young kids do 
not have the capacity to investigate 
new knowledge independently 
13 Is a funny kid/ can find humor  in mature subjects  
I feel advanced maturity in any 
subject may indicate giftedness 
14 Knows how to  play school This is NOT a gifted indicator  
15 Being inquisitive about how things I believe children who are 
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operate constantly engaging in new 
knowledge and who crave/desire to 
know more definitely show signs of 
giftedness 
16 Learns number concepts quickly 
Early grasp of number sense (as 
with reading) are indicators of 
giftedness 
17 Likes to takes things apart and figure out who they go back together. 
Again, a desire for new knowledge, 
especially at such a young age, 
shows advanced thinking. 
18 Ability to construct and deconstruct meaning 
A challenging task for most kids 
especially this age group, so yes this 
would indicate giftedness 
19 Can exercise without getting tired NOT a GT indicator 
20 Uses long complex sentences and speaking patterns 
This goes along with advanced 
vocab and personality maturity 
which I believe all indicated 
giftedness.  
21 Being open to other peoples’ ideas.  
Being able to tackle ideas form 
different perspectives is an indicator 
of advanced thinking.  
22 Can sign many songs- tunes and lyrics 
While this individual act may not be 
GT indicator, this implies a good 
memory which allows kids to access 
more knowledge which can 
manifest into a level of giftedness 
23 Able to concentrate for long periods of time 
I think this is a GT indicator if the 
concentration is in an academic 
capacity rather than just watching 
cartoons.  
24 Likes to school 
NOT a GT indicator but I assume 
many gifted children do like school 
as they like to learn, but I would 
also assume school can at times not 
meet the needs of GT learners and 
therefore is not always the most 
positive experience.  
25 Is good at strategy games 
This may be a GT indicator as many 
kids at this age do not know how to 
strategize. 
26 Large ears NOT a GT indicator 
27 Wants to please the teacher 
Most kids want the adults in their 
life to be pleased with them, so I do 
not think this is a GT indicator 
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however, many GT kids probably 
want their teachers to be proud of 
them,  
28 Collects items from nature 
If the collection then leads to 
inquiry and a desire for new 
knowledge regarding nature- YES.  
But, if a kid just like to pick up 
rocks on a walk- probably not an 
indicator of giftedness.  
29 Big head NOT a GT indicator 
30 Communicates emotions correctly  
Being able to communicate your 
emotion is challenging for people of 
all ages.  Kids who have the 
maturity and the literate skills to 
accurately share how / why they are 
feeling may be a GT indicator.  
31 
Is happy when learning and know 
whens adults are aware of their 
achievement 
I think gifted kids love to learn and 
especially love to show adults in 
their lives what they know. They are 
very proud of themselves and 
usually are aware of their success.   
32 Learns to play a musical instrument quickly  
Again, I have heard that musical 
inclination can be a sign of 
giftedness although I have no 
personal experience with this. 
33 Likes to eat healthy food 
Just liking healthy food is NOT a 
GT indicator but choosing healthy 
food due to an awareness of the 
consequences junk food causes- 
YES.  
34 Builds 3D constructions 
Visual and perceptual aptitude may 
indicate giftedness- the ability to see 
the BIG picture.   
35 Ask challenging questions 
Advanced thinkers think big and 
what to know more. The ordinary 
question/answer just won’t do.  
36 Learns easily at school 
I think a child who is quick to learn 
new concepts may in fact be gifted, 
however, no necessarily at school.  
Again, school may not always be 
the most positive experience for 
many GT kids.  
37 Organized and neat NOT a GT indicator 
38 Can come up with “out of the box” Out of the box thinking and the 
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ideas on their own ability to generate complex ideas at 
this young age is a sign of 
giftedness 
39 Having parents that can afford to travel NOT a GT indicator 
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APPENDIX F: 
Cognitive Interview Response  
(Respondent #2) 
  
ITEM 
NUMBER What is the question asking? 
Why did you choose 
this rating? 
1 Does vocabulary level or quantity characterize giftedness? 
Vocabulary learned in 
the first 3 years is the 
foundation for the rest 
of their lives and 
somewhat characterizes 
giftedness. 
2 Does level of effort to achieve characterize giftedness? 
Effort may characterize 
giftedness. 
3 Does understanding sports and team concepts characterize giftedness? 
Learning sports may 
characterize giftedness. 
4 Does IQ number characterize giftedness? IQ does not solely characterize giftedness. 
5 Does the ability to complete assignments punctually characterize giftedness? 
I don’t believe 
completing assignments 
on time characterizes 
giftedness. 
6 Does a musical ear characterize giftedness? 
Musicality may 
characterize giftedness. 
7 Does reasoning characterize giftedness? 
The ability to reason 
can characterize 
giftedness. 
8 Does the ability show or have empathy for others characterize giftedness? 
Demonstrating empathy 
can characterize 
giftedness. 
9 Does independence characterize giftedness? 
Independence can 
characterize giftedness. 
10 Does reading level characterize giftedness? 
Reading level can 
characterize giftedness. 
11 Does the ability to be socially the same as peers characterize giftedness? 
No, because some 
gifted children are 
socially awkward. 
12 Does being inquisitive about nature characterize giftedness? 
I don’t associate nature 
with being gifted. 
13 Does understanding concepts and vocabulary to the extent they can create 
Humour Independence 
can characterize 
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jokes characterize giftedness? giftedness. 
14 Does a high GPA characterize giftedness? GPA can characterize giftedness. 
15 Does being inquisitive characterize giftedness? 
Questioning can 
characterize giftedness. 
16 Does being able to understand mathematics characterize giftedness? 
I believe that 
understanding numeric 
concepts can 
characterize giftedness. 
17 Does understanding how things work characterize giftedness? 
Curiosity of how things 
work can characterize 
giftedness. 
18 Does the ability to create a concept and put it together characterize giftedness. 
I believe an advanced 
ability to conceptualize 
and synthesize 
characterize giftedness. 
19 Does being healthy/fit characterize giftedness? 
Being fit has little 
nothing to do with 
giftedness. 
20 Does vocabulary and expression of thoughts characterize giftedness? 
Elaborating can 
characterize giftedness. 
21 Does listening and openness characterize giftedness? 
Receptiveness may 
characterize giftedness. 
22 Does memory of music characterize giftedness? 
Remembering melodies 
can characterize 
giftedness. 
23 Does concentration characterize giftedness? 
I don’t believe 
concentration 
necessarily 
characterizes 
giftedness. 
24 If a child enjoys school does it characterize giftedness? 
Enjoying school doesn’t 
necessarily characterize 
giftedness. 
25 Does the ability to understand games and strategize characterize giftedness? 
Strategy games can 
characterize giftedness. 
26 
Can the child hear well?  Jk  
Does a physical trait characterize 
giftedness? 
I don’t agree that ear 
size characterizes 
giftedness. 
27 Does understanding what makes a teacher happy characterize giftedness? 
Brown-nosing may 
characterize gifredness. 
28 Do items in nature characterize giftedness? 
I don’t agree that nature 
characterizes 
giftedness. 
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29 If a large head indicates a large brain, does a large brain characterize giftedness? 
I don’t agree that head 
size characterizes 
giftedness. 
30 Does the ability for a child to express their feelings characterize giftedness? 
Accurately expressing 
feeling may 
characterize giftedness. 
31 Does the child understand at what level they are learning? 
Learning may 
characterize giftedness. 
32 Does a good ear and ability to create music characterize giftedness? 
Musicality can 
characterize giftedness. 
33 
Does understanding food and what it 
provides to the body characterize 
giftedness? 
What if a child is only 
exposed to healthy food 
and not junk food? 
34 
Does the ability to visualize and act in 
more than 2 dimensions characterize 
giftedness? 
Seeing/creating in 3 
dimensions can 
characterize giftedness. 
35 Can the child think/question outside of simplicity? 
Thinking and 
questioning can 
characterize giftedness. 
36 Can the child learn in a classroom setting with little effort? 
Sometimes school or a 
classroom setting is not 
the best way to 
characterize giftedness. 
37 Does liking order characterize giftedness? Some gifted children are not neat. 
38 Does the ability to think outside the box characterize giftedness? 
Complex ideas can 
characterize giftedness. 
39 
With exposure to different environments, 
cultures, people and food, does that help in 
developing giftedness? 
Travel alone may not 
characterize giftedness 
but what the child is 
able to take away from 
those experiences can 
characterize giftedness. 
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APPENDIX G: 
Subscale 1 and Subscale 2 Characteristics Used for ANOVA with 
Original Domain and Item Number 
 
Original 
Domain 
Item 
Number 
Subscale 1 
Characteristic:  
Primarily Traditional 
Subscale 2 
Characteristic:  
Primarily Non-
traditional and High 
Achiever 
D1 1 
Advanced vocabulary 
compared to same age 
peers 
 
D3 2  Works hard to achieve 
D2 3  
Learns to play new 
sports easily and 
quickly 
D1 4 High IQ  
D3 5  Completes assignments on time 
D2 6 
Can identify when 
music sounds off-key or 
out of tune 
 
D1 7 Has good reasoning ability  
D2 8  
Demonstrates a keen 
sense of empathy of 
concern for others 
D2 9  
Displays a sense of 
independence or 
strong will 
D1 10 Begins or began reading at an early age  
D3 11  Gets along well with same age peers 
D2 12  
Becomes fascinated 
with one particular 
thing from nature and 
wants to learn about it 
thoroughly  
D1 13  
Has a highly 
developed sense of 
humor 
D3 14 Gets A’s in school  
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D2 15 
Continuously asks 
questions about how 
things work 
 
D1 16 Learns numeric concepts easily  
D2 17 
Enjoys taking things 
apart and trying to 
figure out how to put 
the back together 
 
D1 18 
Advanced ability to 
conceptualize and 
synthesize 
 
D2 19  
Runs, swims and 
exercised without 
getting tired 
D1 20 
Demonstrates the ability 
to elaborate by using 
longer sentences and 
complete thoughts 
 
D3 21  Is receptive to others’ ideas 
D2 22  Remembers the melodies of songs 
D1 23 
Demonstrates the ability 
to concentrate deeply 
for prolonged periods  
 
D3 24  Enjoys school often 
D2 25 
Excels at chess, 
checkers, or other 
strategy games 
 
D1 26  Prefers to be alone or with older peers 
D3 27  Eager to please teacher 
D2 28  Enjoys collecting items from nature 
IRRELEVANT 
ITEM 29   
D2 30  Accurately expresses how s/he is feeling 
D3 31  Is pleased with own learning in school  
D2 32  Learns to play a musical instruments 
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easily and quickly 
IRRELEVANT 
ITEM 33   
D2 34 
Builds three 
dimensional 
constructions with ease 
 
D1 35 Poses difficult questions  
OMITTED 
DUE TO 
DOUBLE-
LOADING ON 
TWO 
FACTORS 
36 Learns with ease at school  
IRRELEVANT 
ITEM 37   
D1 38 Generates complex ideas  
IRRELEVANT 
ITEM 39   
D1 40 
Easily performs math 
calculations in his/her 
head 
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APPENDIX H: 
Informed Consent for Participants in Main Study 
 
Approval  Date:   March 3,  2014       Valid for Use Through: March 03,  
2015 
Project Title:  
Assessing the Perceptions of Giftedness in Parents of Culturally and Linguistically 
Diverse Students 
Principal Investigator: Amber Waheed 
Faculty Sponsor:  Dr. Gloria Miller 
DU IRB Protocol #: 494133-1 
 
You are being asked to be in a research study.  This form provides you with information about 
the study. Please read the information below and ask questions about anything you don’t 
understand before deciding whether or not to take part.  
 
Invitation to participate in a research study 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study about how pre-school parents perceive 
giftedness.  More specifically, the investigator is determining if a statistically significant 
difference is noted between race, education levels, and socio-economic levels.  The key is to 
empower parents to collaborate with schools to facilitate awareness of how giftedness is 
manifested in a variety of ways with a socio-cultural lens.   
You are being asked to be in this research study because you are a parent of a pre-school child 
and your perception on giftedness will help the investigator contribute to the literature on 
gaining a better understanding of how to meet the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse 
students.   
Description of subject involvement 
If you agree to be part of the research study, you will be asked to complete a survey.  The 
survey will have 40 characteristics where you will be asked to rate if a characteristic is evident 
of giftedness.  A scale of 1-4 will be using the following descriptors:  1 not evident, 2 slightly 
evident, 3 somewhat evident, and 4 clearly evident. 
 
The survey will conclude with five closed ended questions asking your perception about 
children being identified as gifted.   
 
This will take about 10-15 minutes of your time.  
Possible risks and discomforts 
There are no risks associated with this study because the data collection is completely 
anonymous and the topic is not sensitive. 
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Possible benefits of the study 
This study is designed for the researcher to learn more about how parents of various racial, 
educational, and socio-economic backgrounds perceive giftedness.  If you agree to take part in 
this study, there will be no direct benefit to you. However, information gathered in this study 
may provide insight as to how parents may be empowered to advocate for schools to better 
identify gifted students of various backgrounds to enhance educational programming.   
 
Study compensation 
 
You may be given a $5 gift card to Starbuck’s for participating in the study or your pre-school 
will be provided with resources up to $150 including books, games and/or educational items.   
Study cost 
 
You will not be expected to pay any costs related to the study. 
 
Confidentiality, Storage and future use of data 
 
To keep your information safe, the researchers will not attach your name to any data, but a 
study number will be used instead.  The data will be kept on a password-protected computer 
using special software that scrambles the information so that no one can read it. 
 
The data you provide will be stored in a specific statistical package for the social sciences 
(SPSS) data base on the private computer of the investigator.  The researcher will retain the 
data for at least one year after the data is collected. 
 
The data will not be made available to other researchers for other studies following the 
completion of this research study and will not contain information that could identify you as 
the respondent of the Parent Perception of Giftedness Scale.   
 
The results from the research may be shared at a meeting.  The results from the research may 
be in published articles.  Your individual identity will be kept private when information is 
presented or published. 
 
Who will see my research information? 
Although we will do everything we can to keep your records a secret, confidentiality cannot 
be guaranteed.  
Both the records that identify you and the consent form signed by you may be looked at by 
others.   
 Federal agencies that monitor human subject research 
 Human Subject Research Committee 
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All of these people are required to keep your identity confidential.  Otherwise, records that 
identify you will be available only to people working on the study, unless you give permission 
for other people to see the records. 
 
Also, if you tell us something that makes us believe that you or others have been or may be 
physically harmed, we may report that information to the appropriate agencies. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary.  Even if you decide to participate now, you 
may change your mind and stop at any time.  If you decide to withdraw early, the information 
or data you provided cannot be destroyed because it is not linked to you either directly or by a 
code. 
 
Contact Information 
The researcher carrying out this study is Amber Waheed. You may ask any questions you 
have now. If you have questions later, you may call Amber Waheed at 720.938.2894.   
 
If the researcher cannot be reached, or if you would like to talk to someone other than the 
researcher(s) about; (1) questions, concerns or complaints regarding this study, (2) research 
participant rights, (3) research-related injuries, or (4) other human subjects issues, please 
contact Paul Olk, Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, at 
303-871-4531, or you may contact the Office for Research Compliance by emailing du-
irb@du.edu, calling 303-871-4050 or in writing (University of Denver, Office of Research and 
Sponsored Programs, 2199 S. University Blvd., Denver, CO 80208-2121). 
 
You may also contact Amber Waheed’s Faculty Sponsor, Dr. Gloria Miller, at 303.871.3340 
or email at glmiller@du.edu. 
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APPENDIX I: 
Consent Forms Signed by Pre-Schools Participating in Main Study  
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APPENDIX J: 
Respondent Comments on PPGS Survey 
 
Gender Highest 
Degree 
Income 
Group 
Race Characteristics, Close-Ended Questions, Additional 
Comments 
F CD G3 W 31 - A child's definition of success often strays from the 
teacher's and/or parents.  However, many "gifted" 
students don't produce grades that reflect their 
knowledge or abilities 
 
My exposure to a curriculum the focuses on a GT 
model has certainly influenced my perception of 
giftedness.  I tend to view giftedness as an ability to 
think beyond established parameters, "outside of the 
box," & create unique questions/connections 
M AD G4 B 4 - I.Q. in the gifted range 
F AD G4 W Smart does not equal gifted! 
F AD G4 H A - It is only "highly valued" in that it allows for 
society to better meet the needs of the gifted (special 
school services + advanced learning plans, etc.).  The 
"gifted" are not more valuable or worthy than other 
humans.  Let's not confuse achievement with giftedness 
either.  Giftedness is about how someone's brain works, 
and is not an indicator whatsoever as to that person's 
achievements, happiness, drive, or success, (or moral 
aptitude). 
 
Please update your forms. "hispanic" is not a racial 
identification; it is an ethnic identification.  There are 
white hispancis, black hispanics, amerindian hispanics 
+ even Asian Hispanics (like filipinos) 
M CD G4 W 29 - Has nothing to do with being gifted   
 
39 - Has nothing to do with being gifted 
M CD G4 W  
F AD G4 W A - Being gifted is highly valued in my beliefs; 
however, being identified is most important only if 
access to gifted opportunities is restricted by whether or 
not a child is labeled. 
   176 
F AD G4 W A - being able to access rich curriculum is valued, 
which may sometimes only be available through the 
identification. 
F AD G4 W This was tough to fill out as children can be "gifted" in 
so many different ways.  So, something may be "clearly 
evident" for one child who is "gifted".  But "not 
evident" at all in another "gifted" student. 
M AD G4 H 4 - IQ not reliable measure until age 6 
 
A - Not that our child is gifted but of the opportunities 
& views the school system would offer a gifted child. 
 
C - Limits in the flexibility of curriculum & less 
opportunity for typical social experiences 
F AD G4 B C - if he/she failed at any sport that could effected them 
later 
F AD G3 W C - labeling a child as gifted I believe (both as a parent 
and a teacher) sets up unattainable expectations for a 
student that often leads to frustration and disinterest. 
M CD G4 W Being gifted at 0-5 should not be the only time/age that 
is looked at. 
F CD G4 W B - Advantages = same things come easy, will likely 
have lots of opportunities in life 
 
C - Disadvantages = may get bored easily, may be made 
fun of by peers 
M CD G4 W 14 - I've never been to a preschool that gives grades (A 
- F) 
 
In my experience/opinion, no characteristic should be 
definitive of giftedness where a Body of Evidence is 
collect to support a GT conclusion. 
M AD G4 W A & B - Being tagged as "gifted" opens doors and 
makes opportunities available that may not have been 
otherwise. 
 
D - Teachers have discussed being gifted with us and 
how they intent to foster that talent 
F AD G4 W E - Many friends & family members have suggested we 
have our daughter tested.  She has a photographic 
memory & can remember things from when she was 
just over a year old.  She had dozens of books 
memorized & can remember how to get anywhere she 
has been.  We will want to see how she does in 
kindergarten before we decide to test her. 
F CD G2 B I think most of the questions does not apply to a child 
that is under the age of 5 
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M CD G4 A C - Being singled out, not part of "regular" activities 
pressure to perform at high level. 
 
D - In general, yes. 
F HS G3 W A - I value being identified as gifted but value being a 
loving, caring and ethical person also. 
 
B - Being identified as gifted is one thing but utilizing 
the gifts in a positive way is more important. 
F AD G4 A Ryan is 5 years old.  He is advanced in his age.  He can 
learn new thing easily. 
F CD G4 A - It is not necessary that a child identified as gifted will 
continue to grow as gifted throughout the years ahead.  
There will be ups and downs. 
 
- Once identified as gifted, there will be a 
hope/expectation in the family hat my child is genius 
and he will be something big/?/person professionally in 
the future; and when that doesn't happen, 
disappointment will be the outcome both in parent and 
child. 
 
- Some gifted children jump in classes, but in my view 
it is wrong. Each class is a stepping stone, if you miss 
one step you miss one building block some where and 
there are chances of breaking apart /fall later in future.  
So let the kid step on each stepping store to reach the 
top. so that he will be then age? in life. 
F AD G4 W #4  IQ test are culturally relevant to all people.  They 
test what is important to white/european cultures, not all 
cultures.  I think that there are different ways people can 
be gifted; that's why I put 4s for vocabulary, music, 
sports, logical reasoning, etc.  I think that gifted 
students don not always do will in school because 
schools only teach certain types of learners in what is 
considered "conventional" ways to "conventional" 
learners.  Most teachers here are white and do not teach 
in culturally responsive ways.  They expect students of 
color to change/adjust to the way they teach as opposed 
to changing the way they teach to be responsive to the 
children they have in their classes.  This means that they 
might not be able to identify certain kids as being 
gifted.  Unfortunately, I am not an expert on how to 
identify gifted children, but I think that teachers need to 
be trained (including myself) because students are 
identified or even considered to be tested for GT unless 
they demonstrate high achievements in school, which is 
culturally relevant to white people, not all people. 
F CD G4 W B & C - Adv & disadv. Would be brought on by others, 
i.e. pigeon-holing, & could be controlled individually 
F AD G3 W Part IIIA - I think it's fine to be gifted, but it’s not like I 
would be disappointed if my kids weren't gifted. 
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F AD G3 W A - Although being identified as "gifted" is not highly 
valued based on a child’s worth or value as a person, I 
do believe identifying children is helpful in helping 
them feel engaged and challenged within all 
environments fostering a child's unique talents make for 
happier children 
 
Most of my answers lie within the 2 - 3 range 
essentially because I believe childrens talents and gifts 
are as unique as they are. A child may excel in one 
particular area and generalizing what "giftedness" looks 
like doesn't take or look at children as unique; which 
they all are. 
F CD G4 W A -We believe and valve character highly but we did 
not grow up that way.  We grew up and the rest of our 
family believes a profession means past college 
 
B - Parents push you into a career that is professional 
because you are a gifted person 
 
C - Yes, you might get to explore a more creative 
avenue.  A "gifted" person in our family becomes a 
doctor or a lawyer or makes lots of money in business.  
You do not get a decision to be anything different.  A 
teacher or librarian would be sub profession 
 
E - You are more worthy in our family if you are gifted 
because you will become a professional eventually a 
professional. 
F CD G4 A C - Age, acceptance from others peers.  Social pressure, 
challenges in classroom. 
M CD G4 A 4 - How is a child’s IQ determined at that age? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
